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(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I gathered from the informa- 
tion that reached me yesterday, Sir, that the moment has 
come when 1 am in a position to make my final submission 
to the Tribunal. Before I begin on that, however, I have 
been told this morning that Mr. Hill has some figures 
available to the Tribunal, on the basis of the full period 
which you mentioned yesterday, namely the 245 days. 
They may be of assistance to the Tribunal on the point 
he was raising ; they will not, I am afraid, be of great 
assistance by themselves unless certain other factors are 
taken into account by way of adjustment. He has in 
the time available to him prepared further documents 
which trace out the position resulting from those actual 
figures more or less to the point that was reached on the 
rather broad figures he had taken himself, but I think 
it might be of assistance to the Tribunal if I asked leave 
to recall him just to put these further calculations before 
you. 

{President): Are the figures on the piece of paper 
agreed? 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : I think there is a total figure here, 
Sir, for the period from the 26th September down to 29th 
May of £47,721,000. I have been shown a figure myself 
which is fractionally different from that, but I am not 
quite sure what the actual figure was. 



(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I expect the explanation is 
that we have met before certain refinements and minor 
adjustments which have taken place by way of clearance 
or otherwise. I do not think there is much difference 
between our totals. 

{President): 1 think it would be convenient to have 
Mr. Hill back. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): There are some further cal- 
culations, and I believe it is necessary to make further 
adjustments to these figures in order to give them any 
useful interpretation. 

{President): I seem to have adduced a welter of mathe- 
matics by a question which seemed so simple! 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I think it looks more formid- 
able than will prove to be the case on examination. Sir. 

{President): Perhaps we had better give these docu- 
ments numbers, either collectively or A, B, C and D. 
We have got up to LCC 409, and perhaps they had better 
all have the same number, followed by A, B, C and D. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Yes ; with respect, I would 
ask you to call Sheet A, 410, and then B, C and D as they 
are marked on the sheets, so they will be; LCC 41 OA, 
410B, 410C and 410D. 

{President) : 'Very well. 



Mr. Stanley William Hill, recalled. 
Further examined by Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence. 



1758. LCC 410 is merely the extraction by you of the 
actual receipts over the period that was mentioned by 
the learned President yesterday? — ^That is so, the origin 
of the figures being, for the 1954 figures, 709B that was 
handed in yesterday, and the 1955 figures, BTC 22 in 
the printed booklet. 



1759. That gives a total for the 245 days of £47-721 m.? 
— That is correct. 

1760. I pass to LCC 41 OA, which is headed “L.T.E. : 
Ratio of receipts per BTC budgets 1955, 1954 and 1953 
in (a) first 21 weeks, and {b) last 14 weeks, to yearly 
totals ”?— Yes. This attempt is to get at a factor by which 
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one could raise this actual figure shown in LCC 410 to 
a yearly figure. It is clear that one cannot just take the 
35 weeks and gross it up in the proportion of 52 l/7th 
weeks over 35, because this period of 35 weeks includes 
31 weeks of winter and one week of early spring. 

1761. {Presideniy. When is winter? — Well, Sir, I say 
that winter ends in April and May is spring ; it is con- 
ventional winter and conventional spring. Therefore such 
a crude adjustment would not reflect the seasonal varia- 
tion. To get at that factor is difficult, because we have 
only one actual period of 12 months without fares in- 
crease. I will deal with that in a minute if I may, but 
one has the BTC budgets for each of the last three years 
which by being weekly figures purport to iron out the 
seasonal variation. I have shovm in this Table the 1955 
budget first — the figure with which we are familiar — then 
the 1954 budget, then the 1953 budget. The BTC’s figures 
for the first 21 weeks in the year and the last 14 weeks 
in the year, and in Line D, the total figure for the year 
expressed as totals of A and B, which makes C as a per- 
centage of D, and the percentage figures are £66-2m., 
£66-1 8m. and £66-23m. There is just one comment 1 
would like to make on those three percentage figures if 
1 may, or rather, there are two. It does so happen that 
that is very near a day’s proportion ; you see, it is two- 
thirds of a year and 245 days is fractionally over tv.'o- 
thirds of a year, but the difference between that and a 
day’s proportion is quite large when you use it as a 
divisor. The other point is that these three figures show 
a remarkable consistency; they are £66-2m., £66- 18m. 
and £66-23m., a fact which rather tends in my view 
to make the figures look more unreliable than reliable. 
They are so consistent and they look as if they are 
almost perfect, but it is to be remembered that the 1953 
budget was a budget that was framed on the basis of 
stability. The BTC budget for 1954 and 1955 was a budget 
that was framed on the basis of a declining trend, yet it 
does produce those same three figures. I mention that 
point because the £66-2m., or whatever the figure is, is 
probably imperfect to some degree, from the criticism I 
have just made ; there is no means of adjusting it. 

1762. Anyhow, that is a search for a conversion factor 
of these isolated periods into a total for a full year? — 
That is all, yes. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : It gives you something in 
the neighbourhood of £66T8m. or £66-23m. 

1763. (President): The average is £66-230m. recurring, 
is it not? — Yes, I think it is. 

1764. (Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) (to the Witness): Will 
you now pass to your table 401B? — ^This is an attempt 
to get a factor that reflects seasonal variations by reference 
to an actual period. It does happen that we have had 
a period of slightly over 12 months when there were no 
fares increases ; it was from period 10 in 1953 to period 9 
in 1954. The fares increases in 1953 operated from August 
and therefore period 9, and the fares increases in 1954, 
operated from period 10 ; therefore you have a run of 
just over 12 months in which there was no fares increase, 
so it docs again offer a means of getting at a factor. It 
must be remembered, of course, that it is not a 12 months 
ending in December, but ending on some date in Sep- 
tember ; but it does not matter so very much. Here 
again, of course, you cannot disentangle any trend factor 
or anything like that that might be apparent in the 
figures. However, for what they are worth, in the first 
column the figures are the actuals for periods 10, 11, 12 
and 13 in 1953, and below that the actuals for the periods 
1 to 9 inclusive in 1954, all on the same fares. That is 
Cor 364 days, ,£69,700,000. It is necessary to add a day 
which I find is a weekday and not a Sunday, and of course 
the weather! — That is your denominator in the fraction, 
so there is the contention coming in again. Then in the 
second column the figures applicable to the last 14 weeks 
and the first 21 weeks; the first 35 weeks we have used 
in the first table are taken out. In that first line, period 
10, I have not the figures for two separate weeks included 
in the 14 and the .£2,750,000 is only half the £5,499,000, 
two weeks out of four. 

1765. You have not the actual weekly breakup? — No, 
that is so. But 1 find in all the budget figures for October 
there is a remarkable consistency over all the weeks. It 
is the only thing I could do : I had no other figures. That 
gets you down to a total of ,£46,553,000 there. It is not 
necessary to add a day to that column, nor a weather 



factor, because I think the weather factor could be related 
almost entirely to lune or mid-September. It does not 
arise in the last column at all. That produces 66T2 per 
cent., which is very close again to those shown in C. 

1766. Then we come finally to those shown in LCC 
410C, where we shall find that points of controversy 
emerge? — They are the same points, really, emerging as 
on other tests. 

1767. Begin by picking up the actual receipts from your 
LCC 410, £47-721m. You add for the October, 1954, 
strike, make a further addition for the partial strikes in 
February and May of 1955? — Yes, that figure I have only 
got by inspection of the figures. The figure had not been 
given, and I cannot prove its correctness. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : If I can intervene to help Mr. 
Hill, it should in fact be f0-04m. and not £0-08m. 

(The Witness): I see. That is for the two strikes 
together? 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : That is for the two partial strikes in 
February and May, 1955. 

1768. (Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Then the third item of 
addition is initial passenger resistance. I see it is un- 
fortunately misspelled on my copy. We need not have 
any controversy about that, but we will probably have 
some about the £0-3m.? — ^It is much more likely 1 think. 

1769. What do you say about that? — I realise this is 
very controversial. It really goes back to the matters that 
were dealt with in evidence and cross-examination yester- 
day. First of all there is the fact that there is initial 
passenger resistance, and I would say that can be assumed 
to be correct. It is the experience of all operators that 
there is, and it has been stated by Mr. Valentine on behalf 
of the London Transport Executive that it is their experi- 
ence too. He has never quarrelled about that, I think. 
He mentioned it in 1953 and again in 1951, 1 think — I am 
straining my memory. What was it worth? That is the 
difficulty. It is my belief that the test shown in my tables 
yesterday — that they only got £0-7m. — is a fair indication 
of the position, and on the proportionate basis it would 
have been £lm. That gives £0-3m., if you accept my tables 
yesterday. It is interesting to note that that £0'3m. is 
about doubling the discounts for a period of two months or 
thereabouts. 

1770. Doubling the BTC’s discounts for a full year, you 
mean? — Yes. Let me put it this way: in making their 
estimates for fne new scheme of fares they have of course, 
as we know, provided for discounts for loss of traffic, 
those discounts representing their view as to the permanent 
loss of traffic through the increase in fares. One finds 
that those discounts, worked out on a monthly basis on 
last year’s figures, are about £140,000 a month ; it was 
£T6m., I think. If one were to say that the initial public 
reaction — greater resistance — was more pronounced for a 
period of about 24 months rather less and at double the 
rate half the people came back again and stopped immedi- 
ately, you would also get a figure of £0-3m. It just interests 
me, that that is about what the figure is ; there is no proof 
or anything of it and I think I would rely primarily on 
the £0-7m. If you take that and then raise it by a factor, 
it does not matter very much if you take £66Tm. or 
£66-2m. What I have taken, £66T5m., is about the mean 
between the BTC budget figure for 1955 of £66-2m, and 
the test on actuals of £66T2m. ; if you raise that figure 
up, you get £66-326m. But then one is back again to a 
“ B ” year figure ; what one would then knock off if there 
is any factor not present in the 35 weeks which is thought 
to be present in “ B ” year, or which will be more than 
proportionately present in “ B ” year, than 35 weeks. Then 
of course one is back again. 

1771. One is back again to the entrance to the field of 
controversy which we covered yesterday? — Yes. 

1772. Then reviewing the four tables as one it is an 
attempt on the basis of the actuals over this period 254 
days to produce an estimate for “ B ” year? — Yes. There 
is just one point on that unknown minus, if there be one. 
That is that if it could be proved that it were right to 
deduct, we will say, £0-5m. from the 1954 calculation to 
get at the 1955 and “ B ” year calculation it would be 
obviously right to deduct something appreciably less from 
this figure because this is much more recent in date. The 
average of the period of 35 weeks is about January last, 
whereas of course the average of the 1954 figures, which 
is the basis of the BTC calculation, is June of last year ; 
therefore it is much more recent. But what is to be 
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knocked off, of course, is the problem which we had 
yesterday. 

1773. Is there any reason for any suggestion that might 
be made that allowance has to be made for reduced mile- 
age in this figure, or is it taken care of elsewhere? — I 
think it is adequately taken care of, because if one looks 
at the reduced mileage to which the figure £0-3 Im. is 
attributed by the BTC in 1954, then one finds the fact that 



the reduction in mileage in this 35 week period was very 
drastic indeed, and appears to be as drastic as is con- 
templated in the reduction between “ B ” year and the 
average of 1954. This reduction in mileage really only 
started in the autumn of last year, and it is very heavily 
reflected in the first 35 weeks. I do not think any further 
adjustment for reduction in mileage would be necessary ; 
if it is, it is very small indeed. 



Further cross-examined by Mr. Harold Willis. 



1774. I have not really many questions to ask Mr. Hill, 
if I may be allowed to ask some. Sir. {To the Witness) : 
Would you look at your LCC 410 C, which is the sum- 
mary of all this. I have pointed out that the correct 
figure for Line 2 is £0'04m. and my learned friend has 
indicated the controversial nature of 3. Assume that we 
correct 2 and assume we eliminate 3, would you take 
it from me, just to get the figures, that the figure instead 
of £48-4i61m. would be £48T21m.? — Yes, unquestionably. 

1775. Then -applying the same percentage as you have 
applied, have we in the last line in the full year, not 
£73-26m., but £73-6m.? Those are the figures that I am 
told it works out to? — £72-7m., I think it is ; a little above 
£72-7m. 

1776. The slide rule experts are working on it? — We 
start with £48,121,000, do we not? I make it £72-74m. 

(President) : We must get a combination of mathe- 

maticians. At the moment I am rather in favour of 
Mr. Hill’s figure than yours, Mr. Willis, but I do not 
know. 

1777. (Mr. Harold Willis): If that be right, Mr. Hill, 
and you then had to make some downward adjustment to 
that because of the falling trend which will of course 
have operated more in a year beginning mid-1955 than it 
has in this notional year, then you get somewhere below 
the figure of estimates put forward by Mr. McKenna? — 
I would not accept “ below ”, but you would probably get 
down to that figure. I think that would follow because 
indeed, as v/e demonstrated yesterday, the major part of 
the difference between us was what you got out of fares 
increases last year. 

1778. Let me ask you a question about the £0-3m.; this 
has been raised again. Is that £0'3m. lost altogether? 
— Yes, definitely ; it has gone. 

1779. Our revenues have been depreciated to that 
extent? — Yes. 

1780. And we cannot get that back? — No. 

1781. Is that a factor which you would think proper 
to take into account? — It all depends on over how long 
you would like to get it back. 

1782. Looking at the position of the Commission as a 
whole, that is something that has very recently been lost? 
— Yes, which you knew you were going to lose, of course. 

1783. You say “lost”. That is to say, are we going 
to get our £3'7m. in this year? — I do not know. 



1784. You see, if it is lost, then in the year the yield 
wiU not be realised by £0-3m. Is that what you mean? 
— ^That is so — in the past year, not in “ B ” year. 

1785. In this notional year we are talking about here? 
— In the year from September, 1954, to September, 1955, 
you will not get £3-7m. 

1786. We shall lose the £0'3m.? — Yes. 

1787. Therefore in this year in which this Tribunal is 
sitting, a further loss of £0-3m. is going to be sustained 
by the Commission over and above that which has been 
taken to account by us in the figures? — In the year 
ending next September, not “ B ” year, but of course it is 
common to every one of these cases ; it is common to 
every application we have had. If there is initial loss 
greater than discounts, that represents a loss to the British 
Transport Commission which is irrecoverable just the 
same as the case of delay in putting forward or dealing 
with the scheme is a loss. 

1788. Would you not think that was a factor to be 
taken into account? — No. 

1789. If you are considering something for the purpose 
of sustaining the financial position of the Commission, 
the fact that in part of the year with which one is con- 
cerned a loss of this kind is being sustained, consideration 
should be given to it? — No ; it is part of the accumulated 
deficit now. 

1790. You would ignore that ; everything which just 
floats past is to be ignored? — Anything like that, yes, for 
this purpose, when one is getting at an annual figure. 
The most one could do, I think, is to say, “ We’ve lost 
it, but we’ve lost it once, not annually.” 

1791. We have lost £0'3m. anyhow? — You have 
lost £0'3m. in money ; that is true. 

1792. On your thesis, this is the sort of loss which is 
always sustained when a fares application is put in? — 
Yes. 

1793. So that we have year by year been losing this sort 
of sum to which no regard has been paid by you, anyhow 
in your estimates? — Nor by the British Transport Com- 
mission either, because they knew it was inevitable, the 
same as they know that time lag in getting the scheme 
prepared is a loss that is not (recoverable under the 
scheme. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : I am not, of course, going to 
attempt to re-argue the question of the £0'3m. 

(President) : In the long run it will depend upon whether 
we take a figure, if we do approach it in this way, of 
£66'] 5m. or £66-2m. — £66-2m. plus. 



Further re-examined by Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence. 



1794. As I understand it — tell me whether I am right 
or wrong — inherent in the BTC discounts for lost traffic 
as the result of increase in fares is the recognition of a 
permanent loss of revenue ; is that not so? — In the 
discount, yes. 

1795. This £0-3m. is only to see what it was, as I 
understand you, for a particular period ; is that right? 
— Yes. Of course, that period of 35 weeks is to get rid 
of the abnormal factor and to raise it up to the normal 
angle. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I am much obliged to the 
Tribunal for having given me permission to recall Mr. 
Hill. 



(President): I am much obliged to Mr. Hill for his 
arithmetic, even though there may be some controversy 
about the last figure. 

(The Witness): Could I make one comment? I noticed 
that you said taking £66- 15m. or £66-2m. If the first 
figure were £44-461m. as shown there and £66-2m. were 
applied, the answer is still £72-3m. 

(President) : I was thinking of a different figure from 
the £48'461m. which in any event has to be corrected by 
£0-04m. I thought you did not question that adjustment 
for the 1955 strike. You put that in as £0-08m., I think : 
you were accepting Mr. Willis’s £0-04m. 

(Mr. Hilt) : I will accept that it is a figure which is 
necessarily based on an inspection of figures by me, but 
I would accept their figure of £D 04m. and not £0 08m. 



(The witness withdrew?) 
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(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): That, Sir, I think does con- 
clude the evidence which I or anyone else desires to put 
before the Tribunal at this Inquiry. 

This is a Public Inquiry into the Commission’s Applica- 
tion for approval by the Tribunal of alterations to the 
1954 Scheme for which they had obtained your interim 
approval, if 1 may use that phrase, by an ex parte applica- 
tion under Section 23 of the new Act. Therefore the 
proceedings before you on this occasion, at any rate so 
far as I am concerned, have been limited to what was 
relevant to an Inquiry into the validity of those altera- 
tions to that Scheme. I have, so far as my duty to my 
Clients has allowed me, not permitted myself to range 
over a field that might be considered commensurate with 
the Scheme as a whole, but I have considered merely the 
alterations to it. I would desire, if you would allow me 
to do so at a later stage in my submission, to make one 
or two submissions and observations about the use of 
this procedure under Section 23 in the light of the informa- 
tion which has been given to us by the witnesses for the 
Commission at this Inquiry ; but if I may defer that for 
the moment I think I would make my first and main 
submission on the evidence which I have called from 
Mr. Hill. 

That is evidence which, though necessarily different 
from evidence which Mr. Hill has given on previous 
occasions, follows a certain line of concentrated attack 
upon a vital part of the British Transport Commission’s 
estimates. 

As you know, the estimated calculation which has been 
singled out for attack on this occasion is their estimate of 
their London Transport gross receipts for “B” year at 
the old charges. The reason for that, of course, is not 
merely that we came to the conclusion on examination 
in the light of information that they kindly gave us, that 
that figure of £72-4m, was an underestimate, but that of 
course is a key figure to the budget that appears in their 
exhibit BTC 2, which starts off with the figure of £T9m., 
which itself is derived from the £72-4m. The £l'9m. is 
stated to be the net traffic receipts in “ B ” year at the old 
charges; it is only £T9m. if their gross receipts are 
£72-4m., accepting the figure of working expenses. 

Item No. 7 on that Table shows, after they have made 
their desired contribution which they describe as the 
minimum contribution to the Commission’s central charges 
appropriate in present circumstances of £5' 5m., and on 
the basis of the estimated yield of proposed alterations in 
fares of £2'6m. shows them with a small surplus of £0'4m. 
One assumes, and I take it as an assumption upon which 
1 can rely, that at any rate for the purposes of this Inquiry 
into these alterations, if they are permitted to have such 
alterations to the scheme as will show them a balance 
of net receipts of £0'4m. or a figure closely in relation 
thereto, they will be satisfied for the time being so far 
as this Application is concerned. 

It follows, therefore, that if I can on a careful examina- 
tion of the figures, and by cogent argument, persuade the 
Tribunal that the £72'4m. is an underestimate and that it 
ought to be more, the whole calculation of BTC 2, accept- 
ing their other figures of £5'5m. receipts from commercial 
advertising and the estimated yield of proposed alterations 
in fares, shows that Item 7 instead of being £0-4m. would 
be more, by how much more it is, by that amount I 
would suggest they should have their wings clipped on 
this occasion and that they should be limited in their 
proposals. In effect. Sir, at the end it would mean that 
if 1 can persuade the Tribunal that the £72-4m. may 
reasonably be increased by a figure of the order of half 
a million, it would mean that you would not interfere with 
the calculation or the result on BTC 2 if you devoted 
that half million to a reduction at some point or another 
— that is a matter 1 will discuss hereafter — in their present 
proposals by way of giving relief to the passengers who 
are required to pay the higher fares. 

That is the way in which we have approached the matter 
from a budgetary point of view on this occasion ; and I, 
on behalf of the clients for whom 1 appear, am of course 
very much concerned that I should be able to persuade 
the Tribunal that there has been that underestimate of 
the gross receipts for “ B " year at the old charges, so 
that 1 may have something in hand to ask you to devote 
to the relief of the travelling public at some point or 
another in the alterations to the Scheme, 
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Unfortunately, as you pointed out, nobody will ever 
know by actual experience whether that £72'4m. is a true 
figure or not. It will never, in the events that have 
happened, be able to be tested by experience. 

I think. Sir, that it is not necessary for me, with the 
evidence so freshly in your mind, to go over again all 
the points at which we join issue with the Commission 
upon this estimate, and which have emerged in the course 
of the evidence. I would permit myself this observation, 
if I may, that when Mr. McKenna propounded the £72-4m, 
we heard the details of it/for the first time, and he did 
not know, whatever he may have suspected, that that was 
the figure that was going to be singled out for attack. 
He gave a built-up calculation which appeared to be as 
actual and as scientific as it could be, and reduced the 
element of judgment or opinion to the minimum. We 
sought for further information on the build-up of that 
figure, and I would emphasise that whatever view is taken 
of this matter the £72-4m. is and must be a resultant 
figure of a build-up. It is not a spot figure ; in that 
build-up you may reach a point when you have to 
exercise judgment as to a figure which is not presented 
to you by any arithmetical calculation. In that build-up 
you may reach a point where it is advisable and prudent 
to make certain roundings off, but essentially the method 
is working step by step to a figure which appears as an 
evaluated total. 

I would submit that we have done neither more nor 
less than Mr. McKenna has done in that respect. We 
have done it perhaps a little more carefully, and obviously 
from the point of view of an objector, a little more 
critically. 

The analysis of the figures that the Commission used, 
threw up in isolation two matters. They threw up in 
isolation first the fact that they were attributing about 
£lm. hiy way of increased revenue to the 1954 charges 
in the unbroken period at the end of the year and it 
also threw up that they were depreciating their “ B ” 
year gross receipts by something like £lm. for an expected 
decline in traffic. As you know, it is on those two points, 
both separately and so far as they are interlocked, that 
we have joined issue. I would ask you. Sir, if I may, 
to be persuaded upon Mr. Hill’s tables that he put in 
yesterday that the first figure of £lm. for increased revenue 
in the broken period due to the increased 1954 charges 
is an over-statement. The tests which Mr. Hill applied 
seem to indicate — and I would ask you to accept it — 
that that was no more than something of the order of 
£0-7m. 

I do not want to take a false point in face of the frank 
evidence that Mr. Hill gave ; if you are persuaded so far 
that in all likelihood the pick-up from increased fares 
in that broken period was only £0'7m., you may hesitate 
before you carry over the difference of £0-3m. between 
that figure and the Commission’s figure of £lm. to the 
broken period of 1955, particularly in the light of Mr. 
Hill’s remark that he did not think that if the period 
had ever been allowed to be completed the total pick-up 
by way of increased revenue would have been £3 •7m., 
which was the Tribunal’s estimate on the last occasion, 
and which is accepted and believed in by the Transport 
Commission themselves. If, of course, that £3'7m. is a 
reliable figure, then it does foUow that the gross receipts 
for “ B ” year at the old charges should have that £0-3m. 
added to them. 

But if it is not a true figure, then the point is still 
valid, and we have that consideration, in my respectful 
submission, when one passes to the second topic of criticism, 
namely: What deduction should be made, if any, for a 
continued decline in traffic? There I think I cannot do 
better than to restate the position briefly and in its 
simplest terms according to the evidence we have put 
forward. 

The 1954 estimates of the British Transport Commission 
included a discount of 1 per cent, for falling traffic 
that is a fact which is inherent in those estimates. When 
one looks at the actuals for 1954 over the year as a whole, 
not looking at any particular period during the year, 
one finds, according to Mr. HiU’s tests by and large, 
that those estimates were not falsified, 

(President): At an intermediate stage in this case, from 
your cross-examination of Mr, McKenna I understood 
you to be suggesting the conclusion that they had been 
falsified, when you were dealing with the early LCC tables. 
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{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): You are referring to the 
matter of the central road services and so forth, Sir? 

{President) : Yes. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I appreciate that that was 
to that extent inconsistent with the thesis that Mr. Hill 
is putting forward, and I am very much obliged to you 
for having raised this point in the course of the argument ; 
it gives me an opportunity of saying that these tables, 
LCC 406 and LCC 405, were prepared for consideration 
for use by the Objectors here, simultaneously with the 
work that was being done by Mr. Hill from the angle 
of the gross receipts for “ B ” year estimates. I took the 
view — and I hope it was not the wrong one — that the 
information which was thrown up by both those exercises 
being worked quite independently one from the other, 
should be before the Tribunal here notwithstanding that 
to some extent LCC Table 406 was inconsistent with the 
thesis for which Mr. Hill was arguing in his attempt 
to increase the £72-4m. I took the view — and I hope I 
am not wrong in this — that these are difficult and baffling 
problems ; they become naturally more difficult because 
of the shortage of time over which it is possible to see 
the working of any of these elusive factors which we 
have to try to get hold of. The periods seem to get 
shorter and shorter, and therefore any material available 
may be of assistance, if not this year at a later date, 
although I am not entitled to be too prophetic in that way. 

{President): As I understand it, there are two, or there 
may be three, possible views as to what the actual fruits 
of the scale operative in 1954 up to September were. 
There are the early LCC tables, or some of them ; there is 
Mr. Hill’s table, which proceeds upon the footing that on 
the whole, subject to some slight figure, the early 1954 
expectations were realised ; and, of course, there is a pos- 
sible view intermediate between those two, is there not? 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Yes, Sir, there is. 

{President): There is just one point which I should 
make quite clear, although I think I have made it quite 
clear already. That is that we do not conceive ourselves 
as being bound either by the Commission’s estimates or 
by the estimates of opponents ; we regard ourselves as 
entitled to arrive at different figures even if they are 
higher than the Commission’s figures — higher in a sense 
which they would deplore — or lower than your figures. 
We do not regard this as a contest between a plaintiff and 
a defendant, but as putting upon us, when it is all over, 
the duty of making up our own minds as to what the 
right figures are. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I am obliged to hear you 
say that. Sir, but, of course, I have always appreciated 
that that was the function of a Tribunal at an Inquiry like 
this, although, perhaps, not expressly for that reason. That 
reason is, hov/ever, consistent with the view that I take, 
namely, that it would he wrong to suppress the information 
which appeared to be thrown up on Table LCC 406 
merely because of that view of the matter, which was a 
possible, but not a necessary, view. It may be inconsistent 
v/ith an equally possible, although not necessary, view that 
Mr. Hill is putting forward, and therefore, although they 
are to some extent inconsistent, the case must be argued 
in the alternative, and you should have the benefit of both 
of them. They may be consistent, or they may not be 
consistent. 

{President) : Yes ; I think it is right to say these Inquiries 
would lose a great deal of their advantage if one were 
not able to feel that the important Local Authorities as 
Objectors were not doing their duty in assisting us to 
come to a right conclusion, but merely presenting a 
forensic case. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Yes, Sir; that has not been 
my purpose, as no doubt you have gathered, although 
when I am on a particular part of a case, I hope I am as 
forensic as I am justifiably entitled to be! 

Now if 1 may pick up the thread of what I was saying, 
it was that on Mr. Hill’s view of the case, on the assump- 
tion that the British Transport Commission’s estimates for 
1954 were substantially justified, the proposition is now 
put forward that in the estimates for “ B ” year there 
must be a greater discount for fall of traffic than was 
allowed for and justified in 1954 — that is the broad pro- 
position. 1 would submit that there is no evidence or 
basis for that, and that being as reasonable as we can, 
and saying : Carry forward into the next year the same 
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rate of decline, but not an accelerated rate of decline, and 
allow your 1 per cent, again in your 1955 estimates, that 
would still show that your estimate of gross receipts for 
1955, or “ B ” year, of £72-4m. is an under-estimate. 

It is noticeable, and I would ask you to take note of it, 
when Mr. McKenna gave the evidence at Q.285 and the 
following questions on the First Day in respect of this 
figure of £72-4m., that there was no hint or overtone, as 
far as I can detect from what he said, that either he or 
the Commission were of the opinion that that was a figure 
which was on the low side or that there was anything 
wrong in it. It was only after I had attacked it 

{President) : Was that so, Mr. Lawrence? I thought he 
did say something about optimism and pessimism a little 
later on. 

{Mr . Geoffrey Lawrence) : I do not want to make an 
unfair comment ; I will turn it up. 

{President): What I was thinking of was Os.286 and 
302. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Yes ; he ended Q.285 by 
referring to the weather ; he said : “ ... in the main, so 
we think, to increased private car competition, hut offset 
to some extent by the effect of abnormally bad weather 
in 1954, particularly in the summer, which, in our view, 
depressed the receipts of 1954 rather below what we might 
have expected in a normal year ”, and then Mr. Fay 
said: “You are taking an optimistically normal view of 
this year?”, and the answer is: “Well, we are so far 
taking an optimistic view I think that must be in 
relation to the weather. Sir. 

{President) : Yes — well, it was a remarkable conclusion 
to reach on the 13th June, that they were taking an 
optimistic view of the weather, if he means by 1955! But 
I think it is Qs. 301 and 302 which were the other passages 
which stuck in my mind. 

{Mr. Geofftyy Lawrence): Yes, Sir: “If anything, 1 
think the estimate is on the optimistic side, but so far 
I do not think it will be very far out. Certainly I would 
say that it is not likely to be too low an estimate for the 
year as a whole, but in view of the reasonable approxima- 
tion between the actuals and the estimate the Commission 
do not seek to revise the estimate at this stage. {Q.) You 
say it may be on the optimistic side? That is an estimate 
of the year 1955? {A.) Yes.” I apologise, Sir; perhaps 
1 ought not to have made that comment. 

{Pre.ddent): Yes; I think there was a hint of caution. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Yes, Sir, but that hint became 
much more manifest in re-examination after I had attacked 
the figure in cross-examination ; it becomes an escape 
hatch. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : He puts it in the same way at 
Q. 1215 ; that is an answer in re-examination. He says: 

“ No, we are not putting it too low ; I think the likelihood 
is that when we come to the end of the year we shall 
fall far short of this figure rather than be over the top 
of it ” — which is really saying exactly the same thing as 
he said in chief. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Yes ; perhaps I am making a 
forensic point f But there, as shortly as I think I can 
usefully make this submission, it is what lies behind this 
part of our case. If it is acceptable to the Tribunal, it 
would appear that by something which we conservatively 
put in the neighbourhood of half a million pounds, the 
estimate is out, and they will have that extra half million 
pounds in their pockets to dispose of, and which they 
have not taken into account. In those circumstances we 
submit that the Tribunal should take it into account by 
way of relief to the fare-paying passengers. 

{President) : Unless we find that a balance of more than 
£0-4m. was a desirable thing, if only — and this should 
not be the snain consideration, but it would be one — to 
avoid the necessity of the too frequent Applications for 
alteration. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): 1 can see that. Sir, and as 
you will recollect, a little while ago I said that I took 
my stand uppn the a.ssumption that they were going to be 
satisfied with £0'4m. 

One answer which I thought the Commission would 
make, but so far they have not— although, of course, 
Mr. Willis can make it in Ws final speech— is this : Suppose 
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the Objectors have proved that these estimates are short 
by half a million pounds, what then? As was said by 
a famous character — I think it was in “ Alice in Wonder- 
land ” — “ So much the better I appreciate the force of 
that, and I want to deal with it. I can on that basis, 
whenever I take an estimate, either on this occasion, or 
on a previous occasion, or on any future occasion on 
which I may have the pleasure of appearing before you, 
show that the Commission will reap a greater revenue than 
they have done or will do, from what they estirnate for ; 
such is the financial position of the Commission as a 
whole and spch is the financial position of London Trans- 
port with its accumulated deficits — I could always be met 
with that answer : “ So much the better 

(President) : Yes, until they are running on an even keel. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): By that time I very much 
fear that someone other than myself. Sir, will have the 
task of presenting the Objections ! 

(President) : Yes ; there will be different people on the 
Tribunal and different people in the hall, and they will 
have the task of explaining what happened in 1955 and 
in previous years. I think Mr. MacLaren is the only 
person who will be here then ! 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Yes, Sir. I would strongly, 
but with respect, deprecate the view being taken that if 
I have at the end of our efforts in this Inquiry shown 
that there is a surplus of about half a million pounds 
there should be no reward for the Objectors by way of 
relief to the public for whom I appear. The British 
Transport Cfimmission will get what they said they will 
be satisfied with *, they have said that it is little enough 
and that the £0'4m. is little enough — I concede that — but 
it is a nice balance that the Tribunal has to draw between 
the various interests concerned, and one cannot but take 
their figure if they are satisfied with it. 

The same thing applies, if I may say this in parenthesis 
as it fits in here, to their £5-5m. contribution to central 
charges. It is quite true, as you yourself pointed out. Sir, 
the other day, that if we are applying figures that have 
been adopted in the past to the changed figure of central 
charges as a whole, that would appear to be a small 
figure ; but I would submit that the matter has not been 
canvassed at this Inquiry. It could not be canvassed with 
any advantage either to the Commission or to the Objec- 
tors unless we had a great deal more information than we 
have at the moment. We should certainly have had to 
have the 1954 accounts, and I venture to think that 
more than that we should have had to have some 
information aS’ to fhe first half of 1955. 

Various alterations have taken place between the 
relationship between different parts of the Commission s 
Undertaking since these matters were considered by the 
Tribunal, and the validity or otherwise of that figure of 
£5'5m. cannot, if 1 may say so respectfully, be ascer- 
tained merely by applying certain percentages or ratios 
which, owing to the changed circumstances, may very well 
now be but of date. All I can submit upon that. Sir, 
is that it is the figure which they have themselves put 
forward as the minimum contribution this time that 
London Transport ought to make, and there is no material 
before the Tribunal on this occasion which would justify 
any alteration of that figure being made. It is their own 
figure ; they have not sought to increase it, and I have 
had nothing to grapple with whereby I could find any 
suggestion that it ought to be increased. I would ask you. 
Sir, although I appreciate the caveat which you have just 
entered on the matter, to say that it is something that 
ought hereafter to receive attention, particularly at the 
moment when certain unresolved matters of policy and so 
forth have not been determined, and we shall have to 
investigate it more fully. 

(Pre.s-ident): There may be more material which has 
not been available to this Inquiry, and which certainly has 
not been investigated ; but the object of my previous 
observation was to say that we do not regard ourselves 
as being confined, when we come to giving our decision, 
to evidence and material which was made available at 
the Public Inquiry. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): I appreciate that. Sir, and I 
appreciate, too, that you have other sources of informa- 
tion and so forth. I am only making it clear that I had 
nothing else to deal with. 



(President): Yes, and nothing I said about the com- 
parison between the 1953 Memorandum figures and the 
present position was intended to be understood as mean- 
ing that I thought that the merely rough percentage could 
be regarded as fixed for all time. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : No, Sir ; I think Mr. Hill 
understood that, and I certainly did. 

Now I would like just to say a word or two, if I may 
do so now, on the distribution of any surplus which you, 
may be persuaded was available. This is a matter which 
has, of course, arisen before, and it is difficult to address 
you with any degree of helpfulness on this point without 
knowing first of all whether there is to be any surplus, and 
if there is, how much it is to be. The purpose of 
Documents LCC 401, LCC 402, LCC 403 and, I think 
LCC 404 (which is merely a derivative table) are merely 
to give — they being agreed arithmetically, and I seek 
to draw no inference from them or to found any argument 
upon them — the arithmetical financial results of certain 
adjustments and alterations in fares which are sought to be 
made, valid for a longer period than the interim decision. 

LCC 401 is “Estimate of discounted yield from in- 
creasing 7d. ordinary fare to 8d. and retaining the new 
early morning return scale (that is, no increases in other 
ordinary fares or season ticket rates) ”. Similarly the next 
table is “ estimate of discounted yield from increasing 7d. 
ordinary to 8d. and 9d. to lOd. and retaining the new 
early morning return scale (that is, no increase in other 
ordinary fares or season tickets) ”. The third table is : 
“ Estimate of discounted yield from increasing ordinary 
fares 7d. to 8d., 9d. to lOd., lid. to Is., Is. to Is. Id., Is. Id. 
to Is. 2d., and retaining new early morning return scales 
(that is, no increase in ordinary fares of Is. 3d. and over, 
no increase in season tickets) ”. 

(President) : Those are, in effect, three suggestions at 
various amounts of estimated deficits. 



(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Yes. It is merely an attempt 
to put in a tabular form something to be of assistance 
to you if you should come to the conclusion that there 
is a sum by which the Commission can be cut down on 
this occasion. You will observe in those three tables we 
have suggested the results by leaving season tickets un- 
touched. The reason for that is this: I appear, as you 
know. Sir, for four of the Metropolitan counties— for 
what it is worth, the County of Kent has indicated its 
support of the Objection, though with no locus standi 
before you — and, broadly speaking, those four adminis- 
trative counties are united in their concern for the pockets 
of those travellers who have to travel long distances in 
and out of Central London. 



It is an increasing problem, if I may say so, to those 
who have to administer housing, welfare and other cognate 
matters, that the burden on the domestic budget of the 
bare cost of travel to and from places of employment is, 
and has been for some time, increasing. It operates more 
hardly of course upon those counties like Essex and 
Surrey who have a very heavily populated Metropolitan 
area. That Metropolitan area is substantially populated 
ay people who use the areas as dormitories to go into 
London for their work. The out-county estates that have 
been built by the Middlesex County Council and by the 
London County Council have not succeeded in taking with 
them opportunities of employment on the doorstep ot 
these estates, and this travel has become a real problem. 
One difficulty is, of course— and I am perhaps pmg 
beyond the confines of mere inquiry into fares, but 1 
think I can say this and nobody will contest ff that 
the planning hopes and intentions with regard to Central 
LonLn have not in fact been realised. The dispersal of 
industry and the workers out of Central London, which 
was the object of the planners, has been frustrated by the 
fact that as soon as a factory site has been vacated in 
Central London, and its occupiers have moved out either 
to a new town or somewhere on the perimeter of London, 
the site has immediately been occupied by another factory 
owner, because it is too expensive, and has been too 
expensive, for local authorities to acquire the site and 
thus prevent reoccupation by reason of the enhanced value 
of its existing use as an industrial site. One has seen 
this spectacle over and over again of factory sites in 
London merely changing hands with no real disper^l 
of the work people. That same comment applies to the 
permitted building of new offices in Central London. 
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All those are aspects of this problem of travel into and 
out of London, and it is the submission of the authorities, 
or some of them for whom I appear, that there is danger 
of real hardship. The people who have gone outside 
London to live in their small houses are now finding it 
impossible to sustain the cost of transport into London 
within the limits of their domestic budget and are being 
forced to a lower level of housing accommodation back 
into London again. 

So far as the actual inner Authorities like the London 
County Council and the Middlesex County Council are 
concerned, they, of course, have an interest, not only in 
their out-county estates, but in the continued availability 
of labour in the centre of London itself and its proper 
housing. Therefore, this is a matter that concerns all the 
Authorities for whom I appear in one way or another. 
That, Sir, is my excuse for that full excursion in planning 
in its relation to season tickets, and that is why, if there 
is any surplus and relief to be given, with respect, I would 
deferentially suggest that the season tickets should not be 
burdened, or should not be burdened with as big an 
increase as is suggested in these proposals. 

My learned friend Mr. MacLaren, to whom I am much 
obliged, has pointed out. Sir, that 404 shows the results 
on the early morning fares of the suggestions which are 
contained in 401, 402 and 403. It is an important matter 
to be looked at in connection with those earlier tables ; it 
is a consequential table, but it is important and I have 
no doubt that if the occasion arises for you to regard those 
tables, you will look at 'that in conjunction with the others. 

May I add. Sir, on another topic, a few words on a 
matter which I did raise with Mr. James, I think ; that is 
the question of internal economies in London Transport. 
My excuse for raising it is that it is a matter of very 
considerable public interest and public disquiet. The posi- 
tion has become a little clearer at this Inquiry as the 
result of questions I put to Mr. James and the answers 
he gave. I think I am not exaggerating the position by 
saying that it is quite clear that, so far as that element 
of possible economy is concerned, the BTC, or at any rate 
the LTE, simply do not accept the findings of the 
Chambers Committee that their maintenance and garage 
costs are too high. They are entitled to take that view, 
I suppose, but at least we know where we stand. The 
Chambers Committee, of course, is not a body vested with 
any statutory effect to its findings, and all one can say 
about it is that it was a responsible representative com- 
mittee which had a great deal of evidence in front of it 
upon these matters, evidence submitted by the LTE itself, 
and their findings have been made public in the report. 
It is quite clear, I would suggest, that the Commission do 
not accept those findings from the fact that Mr. James 
told me the most he was allowing for in his estimates in 
“ B ” year by way of internal economies over which the 
London Transport Authorities have direct control was, I 
think, a matter of, at the most, £130,000. 

{President) ; I do not recollect Mr. James’s evidence on 
the point, but is it not reasonably obvious that to effect 
considerable economies under both those heads would 
require a revision of agreements with the Trade Unions 
concerned? 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : That is what I thought, Sir, 
and I provided that answer, I think, to Mr. James myself. 
I suggested that he would have to negotiate between the 
Unions ; but I do not think he accepted that. If he had, 
I would, of course, have followed it up by saying : “ 'When 
do you propose that these discussions should begin? ” 
But 1 did not get that far. 

(Mr. Harold Willis)'. You were already going on. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Then I would have been 
obliged if Mr. James would have said so. I cannot put 
my mind to the passage at the moment, but if you re- 
member I raised the questions myself with Mr. James 
of these Trade Union agreements. 

{President)'. Of course, Mr. Lawrence, this question of 
the sub-standard fares raise really a very important issue 
as to the scope of these Inquiries. You see, we are now 
limited to fixing maximum fares. The fact that we are 
so limited seems to carry with it the clear implication that 
the Transport Commission is, within that ceiling, to 
manage its own affairs, and any interference by us, how- 
ever it was done, would be really going beyond our duty. 
I think it becomes more clearly apparent if we are dis- 
cussing sub-standard fares. It has- been argued here that 
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in as much as the Commission are at the moment, as a 
matter of law, able to increase revenue by something over 
£lm. a year by a stroke of the pen, we ought to deduct 
from any estimates which we found otherwise well-estab- 
lished of a prospective deficit, that £lm. Everyone would 
admit that we have no power to fix a fare for the people 
who are at present paying sub-standards. That argument 
seems to me at the moment to be saying you can do 
indirectly what admittedly you have no power to do 
directly. There may be an argument the other way, but 
at the moment I do not see what it is ; and is not the 
same thing true of the wide field of management? 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence)'. Yes, Sir ; provided, of course, 
it remains within the confines of a reasonable difference 
of opinion as to any particular item of management. I 
see the argument. It has occurred to me, on a number 
of other propositions that one hears from time to time 
on these Inquiries, that you are really being asked to force 
the Commission indirectly, by withholding consent to their 
Application, into some line of policy which would suit the 
Objectors. 

{President) : Or suit us. 'We may at the moment, in- 
dividually or collectively, hold a large number of views 
as to what would be the better ways of running the organi- 
sation, quite apart from the question of money. It would 
be wrong, I think, however convinced we were in our 
minds, to seek to enforce that policy by in effect saying : 

** Unless you do this, that and the other — or until you 
do this, that and the other — your fares will remain what 
they are ”. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I suppose one might reach 
the absurd position that there was manifest waste and 
extravagance, not merely a matter of recommendation by 
a committee, but something which was too obvious for 
argument and the Commission said we wanted increased 
maxima in order to cover the way we behave. 

{President) : There is a frontier which it is difficult to 
define in words ; but that there must be something which 
lies beyond the frontier of our authority is quite obvious. 
I put to a witness yesterday whether he thought we would 
be competent to enforce in some way the view that the 
posters should be designed by somebody else ; or one 
might have said that it was desirable that several new 
Starlight Expresses should be instituted ; or as to the 
number of porters there should be ; or as to the number 
of posters there should be ; or as to what the meals 
should be on the restaurant cars. It is quite obvious that 
there is a field within which it would be quite improper 
and ultra vires to enter at all. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Of course ; I agree ; and 1 
cannot suggest, at any rate upon the evidence before you 
this year, that there is any specific sum by which they 
should be cut down on the heading of economics which 
they ought reasonably to be made and have not. I merely 
make a brief comment about a position which, as I say, 
has been the subject of public discussion and uneasiness, 
namely that despite the findings of the Chambers Com- 
mittee, so far at any rate, that has not been reflected in 
any practical form. 

{President)'. I think one may reasonably expect that 
in what may be the appropriate place, namely Parliament, 
there will be persons who will require information as to 
the implementation of the Chambers Committee’s recom- 
mendation. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) ; Yes. Sir. 

{President)'. Mr. 'Willis, you were going to say some- 
thing. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): All I was about to say at the 
appropriate stage. Sir, was that my learned friend sug- 
gested Mr. James had not referred to these negotiations. 
However, Mr. James referred to them in terms in answer 
to my learned friend at 547 : “ It would have to be, 1 sup- 
pose, with the Trade Unions concerned? — (A1 It is under 
negotiations with the Unions 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): I am very sorry. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): If I might dispose of this point 
now, it was stated in paragraph 243 of the Chambers 
Report itself which refers to the fact that negotiations 
were going on. 

{Pre.sident) : They were going on at the time of the 
Report. 
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(Mr. Harold Willis): My friend stated categorically that 
Mr. James said the Chambers Report was not accepted. 
All he did say, in answer to this question : “ If the view of 
the Chambers Committee is correct about that, your 
maintenance and garage costs as being objectively, as a 
matter of fact, unnecessarily high . . .” was : “ On the 
assumption on which you base that question, which I do 
not necessarily accept, yes.” He was not dealing with the 
question one way or the other. Sir. I do not want the 
impression to be left in the form in which my learned 
friend has put it. 

(President): 1 am certain Mr. Lawrence would not wish 
to mis-represent in any way Mr. James’s attitude. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): No, of course not; I have 
far too much respect for Mr. James and he was, of course, 
expressing the view of that part of the Commission. If it 
is going too far to say that they do not accept the findings 
of the Chambers Committee, I apologise. At any rate, 
their attitude seems to be somewhat equivocal. 

(President) : Anyway, it is a delicate matter. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : It is a matter upon which 
they are sensitive and one can understand that. If I have 
overstated the case against them, I apologise for my 
forgetfulness of what Mr. James did say. It is a little 
disappointing (I think 1 say this from the point of view of 
the Objectors), that on the first Public Inquiry after the 
Application of that Report we are not offered any pro- 
gramme of economies that we could look forward to as 
a matter of reasonable expectation. 

Finally, Sir, I would desire — if you would allow me — 
to make a few observations about the procedure that has 
resulted in this Inquiry. 

(President) : I should be delighted because it is a 
difficult section. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): This Public Inquiry has its 
origin in an application which I understand was made to 
the Tribunal by the Commission under Section 23 of the 
Transport Act of 1953. I would like, if I may, to refer 
the Tribunal to that Section and its proper construction in 
the light of what has emerged at this Inquiry. 

Sub-section 1 of Section 23 says: “(1) If it appears to 
the Commission that the following conditions are fulfilled, 
that is to say (a) that there has been or will be an increase 
in Iheir costs which will, unless met quickly by an increase 
in their charges, seriously affect their financial position ; 
and (b) that the necessary increase of their revenue cannot 
reasonably be obtained without making charges greater 
than those authorised by the charges schemes for the 
time being in force, they may take either or both of the 
following courses ” 

Pausing there, the first matter that sets the whole of this 
Section in operation is apparently a decision of the Com- 
mission itself upon certain matters of fact, that there has 
been, or will be, an increase in their costs, an increase 
which is defined by and limited by the following words ; 

“ . . . costs which will, unless met quickly ” and so on, 
“ seriously affect their financial position.” The second 
fact is that they cannot get that necessary increase of 
revenue without putting up their charges. 

They can take either or both of the following courses : 

” They may apply to the Transport Tribunal under this 
subsection for temporary amendments of all or any of 
the schemes (being schemes devoted exclusively or prin- 
cipally to determining the charges to be made for the 
carriage of passengers) so as to increase all or any of the 
charges authorised by the schemes ; (ii) they may, by 
notice published in the London and Edinburgh Gazettes 
and so on. They did not take that second course in this 
case ; they applied to the Transport Tribunal. 

(President): Well, they could not, could they? In the 
case of a passenger scheme the only course they can, in 
fact, take is that under (i)? 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Yes, Sir. 1 do not think 
.the rest of that sub-section is in point. 1 now go to 
sub-section (2). 

(President): Before vou do that, Mr. Lawrence, surely 
there is a great dilficulty— though it may be a difficulty 
which only concerns the Commission — as to what kind 
of increase in their costs may be regarded as seriously 
aifecting the financial position? 

(Mr. Geoff rev Lawrence) : I agree. Sir ; that is the point 
upon which I desire to make some submissions when I 
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have been through the whole Section, I already indicated 
as I read that subsection that it is not any increase in 
costs that will bring the Section into operation ; it is an 
increase in costs which will seriously affect their financial 
position unless met quickly, and the word “ quickly ” is 
a most important word because the whole of this proce- 
dure is really an emergency procedure. In so far as it is 
an emergency procedure, it should be, in my respectful 
submission, restrictively construed ; in other words, it 
should not be widely or liberally applied as is indicated 
by the later part of the section, when it talks about an 
ex parte application, and so forth. The rights of the 
public to know what is going on are heavily curtailed. 

(President) : Well, abolished entirely. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Abolished entirely. 

(President) : If you are coming back to it, I will not go 
on now. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): No, Sir, I should be obliged 
if you would tell me what is in your mind. 

(President) : Well, if I was a millionaire — a position 
reached after paying super-tax, if that is possible — I should 
probably think that if my income dropped by £200,000 
a year, my financial position was seriously affected ; but 
a lot of people would not think so. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I do not think they would. 

(President) : Or perhaps £lm. a year is going too much 
into the realms of fairyland ; but say a man had an 
income of £10,000 a year and his income dropped so as 
to leave him in the horrible position of having only £8,000, 
he would think his financial position seriously affected. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Yes, Sir, he would. 

(President): A possible view of this Section, 23 (1) (a), 
is that even if the Commission were earning a substantial 
surplus and there was a sudden wage increase of a sub- 
stantial amount which would still leave them earning a 
large surplus, they might say their financial position was 
being seriously affected, or will be seriously affected. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Well, Sir, they might say 
that ; but, of course, the word is not “ substantially ”, it is 
“ seriously ” which imports some measure, I suppose, of 
danger or an impending financial, I will not say 
“ disaster ”, but it is not merely an inconvenience and it is 
not merely an arithmetical quantum that can be described 
as something of substance. 

(President) : No ; it is an amount consequential, or 
something with serious consequences. That is a Section 
which concerns the Commission rather than anybody else. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : In the first place ; but you 
have to be satisfied. 

(President) : We have to be satisfied under (2). 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : “ (2) Where an application is 
made to the Transport Tribunal under subsection (1) of 
this section, they shall consider it as quickly as may be ” 
—again the emphasis on speed—" ex parte ’’—again the 
emphasis on speed ; because the only reason it is ex 
parte is so that it may be quickly done as an emergency — 
“ in private and without any publication of the applica- 
tion ”. So far as I know, those words are unparalleled in 
statute law. 

(President): Well, we need not bother whether they are, 
but they are unusual. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : "... if, after hearing the 
Commission, they are satisfied that the conditions specified 
in subsection (1) of this section are fulfilled, they shall 
by order make such amendments of the schemes or any 
of them as they think necessary ”. That means to say, 
that you have to be satisfied on the material put before 
you on this ex parte application that the conditions in 
the first part of sub-section (1) are fulfilled and the Com- 
mission have in fact taken the right view. Then there 
are limitations on your powers Provided that the Tribunal 
on any such application (a) shall not, in relation to any 
scheme, make any order which will, in their opinion, either 
alone or together with any other order under this subsec- 
tion which is still in force and affects that scheme, result 
in an increase of more than 10 per cent, in the revenue 
of the Commission from the charges to which that scheme 
relates ; ”. That does not arise here ; nobody has suggested 
it is more than 10 per cent. 

" (h) shall not make any order which in their opinion 
will result in the revenue of the Commission from 
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passenger transport services provided for the purposes of 
so much of their undertaking as is at the passing of this 
Act being carried on through the London Transport Execu- 
tive being increased by more than so much of the increase 
in the costs of the Commission which v;as the occasion 
of the application as is properly apportionable to the 
provision of such services.” 

It is clumsy phraseology, but it means, as I understand 
it, that in relation to London Transport you are not 
allowed to make any order by way of amendment of the 
scheme which you think will result in greater revenue 
coming to the Commission than can be measured by so 
much of the whole increase of costs of the Commission 
as is applicable to the provisions of the services on which 
the fares are being increased. I am not sure that my 
phraseology is any less clumsily put. 

{President) :\t is difficult to put into words. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawnsnce) : It is, and no doubt the drafts- 
man found that difficulty. 

Therefore, Sir, before you can make an order under 
the subsection (2), you must be satisfied abput the initial 
fact which brings the thing into operation at aU, and then 
you must not make any order which, in relation to London 
Transport, has the result that is sought to be avoided by 
this proviso. That means that you would have to be 
satisfied about the apportionment of the alleged increase 
of costs to the provision of the services which is sought to 
be made to take the burden of increased fares. That is 
London Transport only. 

{President): I think the draftsman at this stage found 
himself sufficiently baffled and he thought he would not 
deal with London Lines. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : I do not suppose he had ever heard 
of it! 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Then there are directions 
as to publication. 

Then subsection (5) says: “Where the Transport 

Tribunal make an order under subsection (2) of this 
section or the Commission publish a notice under sub- 
section (1) of this section, the Commission shall, within 
one month or such longer period as the Minister may 
allow, apply to the Tribunal under section seventy-nine 
of the Transport Act, 1947, for the alteration of all or 
any of the charges schemes in force, and the proviso to 
subsection (1) of the said section seventy-nine (which 
prevents the Transport Tribunal from entertaining appli- 
cations under that section unless certain conditions are 
complied with) shall not apply to any application made 
in pursuance of this subsection”. 

The material prohibition there is the holding of an 
Inquiry under twelve months from the preceding one, and 
that is put in to short-circuit the delay. That really is 
the main result so far as the Objectors are concerned, or 
one of the main results, of the application of this Section 
23 procedure ; that they have lost that break on the 
Commission’s procedure. They can come to the Com- 
mission under Section 23, in effect, in a shorter interval 
than they could have done without it. 

{President) : There is not much in that point, is there, 
since the decision of the Court of Appeal? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): That was on the 1953 Inquiry. 

{President) : That was before your time in these 

matters, Mr. Lawrence. In that case, you see, a change 
was proposed to be made in scales operated under a 
scheme which had not been confirmed by us, and the 
change was proposed to be made within twelve months. , 
The change took the form of a new scheme and the 
County Council said, although this was a new scheme I 
am putting their argument as well as I can and therefore 
not subject to the twelve months limitation, it was in 
fact an alteration and was subject to the twelve months 
limitation. We have to decide that as a preliminary point 
of law and we decided against the County Council’s 
submission. Fortunately, or unfortunately, the Court of 
Appeal upheld our decision, so that in effect the twelve 
months limitation is hardly effective. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : No, Sir, I appreciate that. 

{President) : This subsection proceeds on the footing 
that it is effective. It is not to be effective so as to 
prevent these new scales being brought immediately into 
revenue. 
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{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Of course, as my learned 
friend Mr. MacLaren reminds me, so far as the Objectors 
are concerned, on a new scheme an Objector can propose 
modifications and alterations himself, which of course he 
cannot do in the procedure which follows from an 
Application under Section 23. 

{President) : No ; he can only object to changes. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): It may or may not turn out 
to be without its importance, because that again is a 
restriction upon the freedom of the fare paying public 
to take a hand in these matters. 

Then, Sir, subsection (6) simply deals with fixing a date 
for the termination of the interim order and subsection (7) 
says : “ For the avoidance of doubt it is hereby declared 
{a) that the schemes sought to be altered by an application 
made in pursuance of subsection (5) of this section may 
be different from the schemes amended by the relevant 
order under subsection (2) of this section or deemed to be 
amended by the relevant notice under subsection (1) of 
this section ; and {b) that the alterations sought for by 
such an application may be different from the amend- 
ments made by the relevant order under the said sub- 
section (2) or deemed to be made by the relevant notice 
under the said subsection (1) ”. I do not think any of 
that arises here. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : Merely in connection with excess 
baggage. 

{President): It is a very odd provision, if one may say 
anything done by Parliament is odd. One could under- 
stand it if the provision had been; “Emergency Order, 
yes, but immediate application for changes made by the 
Emergency Order in the ordinary form ”. But a provision 
which says : “ Emergency Order and immediate Appli- 
cation, but that immediate Application need not relate to 
the change that has just been made ” is very odd indeed. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Yes. Of course, once we 
get to the stage of a Public Inquiry, as we have this year, 
under section 79, then, as I read section 79, it is open 
to you to make any Order on this Inquiry you may think 
fit ; you are not sitting merely as a confirming Authority 
to confirm your ex parte decision. 

But my submission is that this section 23 procedure 
needs to be very carefully watched to see that it is not 
abused. On my side, of course, we do not know what 
kind of a case was made by the Commission before the 
Tribunal when they made the ex parte Application in 
private, nor do I seek to know. I have deliberately 
refrained from asking any questions about it because I 
do not think it would be proper and you would probably 
have ruled that those matters were not relevant from the 
very words used by Parliament. I would, however, having 
drawn your attention to the fact that the main-spring of 
the whole thing is the two conditions about which the 
Commission first and the Tribunal secondly have got to 
be satisfied before any Order is made at all, draw your 
attention to the facts of this case. 

A Press Statement was issued which I put to one of 
the witnesses. I do not desire to read it again, but 
in the light of what has been put forward at this Inquiry 
it was extremely parsimonious information, to say the 
least. The effect of what has been said here, in my 
submission, is this: that, so far as London Transport is 
concerned, so far as the apportionable sum of increased 
costs of the Commission which is applicable to London 
Transport services is concerned — that js under proviso {h ) — 
the real increase in costs which was used as the reason for 
invoking this procedure is a figure of £0-9m. only. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : That was in “ Z ” year. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Yes, I know ; but 1 asked 
.Mr. lames about this at considerable length and I got his 
assent to this position : that looking forward for the pur- 
poses of their Budget, the net amount that they would 
have to put their hands in their pockets to find under the 
heading of increased working expenses or costs was £0-9m., 
because their figure of £3-2m., the starting point of the 
calculation, was, first of all, a figure calculated upon the 
assumption that they were going to employ throughout 
“ B ” year the same number of staff as they had employ- 
able at lanuary, 1955, and, therefore, took no account of 
any wastage during the next twelve or eighteen months ; 
and, secondly, that figure of increased costs, further evalu- 
ated by plussing and minusing for certain consequential 
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matters (all of which are set out on BTC 3), was to be 
offset by savings of £2-3m., and the net result was £0-9m. 

I do not quarrel with the presentation of those figures 
on the tables as long as it is understood that, broadly 
speaking, the £3 •2m. and the £2-3m. are inter-related figures 
and that the real figure to be looked at, the true increase 
in the sense of extra money that has to be found by the 
Operators of this Undertaking, is £0-9m. on London Trans- 
port only. We never realised that and we could not realise 
that until we came to this Inquiry and saw these exhibits. 
We certainly could not understand that from the Press 
Statement. 

You may put to me: “ Well, if that is right, where does 
it get you?” It gets me this far only, that the Commission 
must have come to the conclusion that, so far as London 
Transport is concerned, an increase in their costs of £0-9m. 
in a full year was an increase which, unless met quickly 
by an increase in charges, would seriously affect their 
financial position. 

I have already discussed shortly what is meant by 
“ seriously”. It is a matter that might have been deter- 
mined at some stage. You have already determined it by 
making an interim Order on the ex parte Application and 
1 am not submitting whether it was right or wrong, because 
1 do not know the case that was put before you then ; 
but 1 would submit that this section is not intended to 
enable the Commission to come before you in this emerg- 
ency way to secure extra revenue if the purpose of that 
extra revenue is merely to meet a fall in their receipts. 

What is sought to be recovered from these alterations, 
so far as London Transport is concerned, is £2-6m., and 
it so happens that that is exactly co-extensive with what 
they say is the total worsening of the financial position ; 
but in that total worsening there is the figure of £l-8m. 
for the fall in their receipts, and they are seeking by these 
alterations to this scheme to restore a position of equili- 
brium which has been disturbed by two factors of a quite 
separate and distinct character: (1) Their increase of 
costs to the extent of £0-9m., which is the net extra money 
they have to find by increased costs of fuel and men's 
wages, and so forth ; and, (2) the £l-8m., which is a horse 
of quite a different colour and is a trading loss which 
they would have suffered in any event whether fares and 
prices had gone up or not. In so for as you are being 
asked at this Inquiry to approve alterations which will 
restore that latter position, you are being asked to do 
something which, I am not suggesting is not within your 
power now that we have reached the stage of a public 
Inquiry, but it is something which certainly was not within 
your power — because it was not the proper subject of it 
— under any application under section 23. 

I can only assume, therefore, that the case presented by 
the Commi.ssion under section 23, ex parte, in private, was 
such as to indicate satisfactorily to the Tribunal that the 
increase in costs was of such an order that, by itself, it 
justified such increases of charges as, in the London Trans- 
port Area, would result in increased revenue of £2-6m. 
How they did it, I do not know. 

{President) : 1 do not know at the moment because I 
cannot remember, but, in the light of your observations, 

I will look into the matter and see whether we made a 
mistake. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence)'. 1 am not at the moment 
suggesting you made a mistake because I do not know. 

1 can only assume that is what happened. 

{President) : Of course, the information would neces- 
sarily be different. The Application was made some time 
in March and we made our Order in April. However, 1 
can remember giving some thought to the matter. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I am sure you did. Sir. What 
1 am concerned with, on behalf of the Objectors, is to see 
that this section 23 procedure is not lightly invoked or 
lightly acceded to, because if it is, looking to the future, 
all these matters will be dealt with by mere alterations 
to existing schemes, which curtails the position from the 
Objectors point of view and we shall never get a new 
scheme. 

{President): My own view, Mr. Lawrence — and it is 
not one which 1 would think it right, if I could get my 
colleagues to agree, to impose on the Commission — is that 
these are merely maximum charges leaving the Commis- 
sion free to exercise their right, and their duty, of manage- 
ment to the best of their ability. They are, in form, of 
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course, maximum charges now ; but everybody knows 
they are actuals, except for the sub-standards, and we have 
discussed them here as actuals 

{Mr. Geoffney Lawrence) : The whole discussion pro- 
ceeds on the basis that they are actual fares. 

{President): Yes. I feel that if the rnaximums were 
sufficiently high the necessity for either emergency action 
under section 23 or Public Inquiry would be eliminated. 
We should not think ourselves free — notwithstanding our 
wide powers — to re-write the scheme in that sense. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I am obliged for that ex- 
pression of view. Sir. 

You will, I am sure, appreciate the point I am making 
about this procedure, namely, that it seems to have been 
— certainly from the Press Statement — invoked upon the 
proposition that their real increase of costs was not only 
the sole matter which they sought to restore by way of 
resorting to this procedure, but that it amounted to 
£3-2m. 

The reductio ad absurdum of the case would be this: 
Suppose in fact they had got a stable staff, stable mileage 
and a really stable undertaking and they had to pay, by 
reason of wage increases only, a sum of £3-2m. in a 
future year over what they had paid in the past year. 
If in that future year they were able to make economies 
or savings, whatever one likes, exactly of the amount of 
£3 •2m., there would plainly, in my submission, have been 
no case whatever for an Application under section 23 
by reason of increased costs for the reason that the increase 
of costs would not serionsly have affected their financial 
position. It is most important that the Commission should 
take the greatest care to see that the true figure of increase 
of costs is placed fairly before the Tribunal and that they 
are not starting a chain of procedure which ends in a 
Public Inquiry but which really has as its ultimate object, 
not so much the restoration of increases in costs, but 
the restoration of falling trading receipts. 

I cannot. I think, carry that matter any further, but as 
this was the first Inquiry of its kind under that procedure 
1 thought you would not think it out of place if I directed 
your attention to the Statute and the way in which we see 
a danger of it being made to work. 

{President): I am quite certain that all three of us 
are very grateful to you, because it is a difficult section. 

{Mr. Poole): I would like to ask you one question on 
that subject, Mr. Lawrence. I am looking at BTC 3 at 
the moment. If you have savings arising from mileage 
reductions which are the result of a fall in traffic, could 
you not take them both into account when you are 
relating them to your figure of £3-2m.7 You have savings 
arising from mileage reductions of minus £2-3m., and lower 
down yon have changes of volume of traffic of minus 
£l-8m. Supposing that the savings and mileage reductions 
are due to the fact that there is a fall in the volume of 
traffic. Could those two be balanced up against each 
order when you are relating them to the figure of £3;2m.? 
In your argument you have only taken the m.inus £2-3m. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I have. Sir. 

{Mr. Poole): This is to produce your £0-9m. What 
I have in mind is whether part of that £2-3m. is not 
dependent upon the £T8m. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : It might be. Sir, in actual 
quantification. I utilise the £0-9m. in order to illustrate 
the argument ; but what I am really submitting is this : 
What the Commission have to show, or what they should 
be made to show, on the ex parte Application, is the 
actual amount by way of out of pocket expenditure that 
they have to find to cover the true increase of trading 
costs, or their true working expenses. You may have 
to take all sorts of things into account one way or the 
other. It is like an employer who is employing a few 
employees, say half a dozen, and he says : “ My wages 
are going up on such and such a date. That is going 
to cost me an extra £5 or £10 a week. If this business 
goes on just as it was, that is an extra £5 or £10 a week 
which I have to find out of my pocket : but if it does 
not go on as it was and I can make savings, it may be 
that in the end all I have to find by way of extra cash 
out of my pocket in order to carry on this business will 
be only £2 10s. Od.” 

{President): Of course, Mr. Lawrence, for my part I 
have not been interested in the question whether £0^9m. 
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is the right figure or not because you only used it to 
illustrate your legal argument ; but, in point of fact, the 
comparison which is more up-to-date for the purpose of 
any Application under section 23 (1) is as between the 
future year called “ B ” year and the realised results for 
1954. Instead of your figure of £0-9m., according to these 
estimates it is £2- 8m. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): According to those estimates 
it is. 

{President): I did not question you about it at the 
time because I realised you were only taking that as an 
example of an error which could be made. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Yes, it could be made. You 
realise I am not submitting that there is anything ultra 
vires in your consideration of the case as it is presented 
now at this Inquiry or m confirming it, if you come, in 
our point of view, to the melancholy conclusion that the 
alterations have to be confirmed. I am merely drawing 
attention to the fact that if, as a result of the application 
of this procedure, you can be persuaded into making an 
interim Order which at once imposes a burden on the 
fare-paying public upon representations, that extra burden 
must be put in order to be commensurate with a dangerous 
increase in costs ; and that sort of thing should not be 
allowed to occur if in the event it is found that that extra 
burden is imposed, not merely to recover costs, but to 
restore the trading position. 

(President): One has to remember, of course, that 
section 21 is not dealing with an increase in the costs 
of London Transport or any separate activities ; it is 
dealing with an increase in the costs of the Commission 
as a whole. It is only when you get to the limitation 
section concerning our powers, section 23 (2) (h), that it 
becomes necessary to split up the increased costs of the 
Commission as a whole and find what share of them is 
apportionable. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): Yes. You have to do the 
sum of apportionment and you must not put any burden 
on London Transport fares that is in excess of that 
apportioned amount of costs. 

(President) : Yes. But the limitations which are imposed 
upon the Commission as to the conditions which have to 
be satisfied are concerned with the Commission as a 
whole, as to whether their position wiU be seriously 
affected. One is only driven to consider the separate 
activity of London Transport at the stage at which one 
is satisfied about the conditions being fulfilled in the case 
of the Commisson as a whole. What I am suggesting 
to you is that the more relevant material would have been 
the material corresponding to the figures in column (b) 
rather than column (a). 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): I have had a note passed 
to me by those instructing me relating to sub-standard 
fares. I think this is only just to get the position clear, 
but perhaps my learned friend will be dealing with it 
in his final speech. As I understand what has been said, 
the position this year with regard to sub-standard fares, 
so far as the Commission is concerned, is exactly what it 
was on the last occasion. There is no present intention 
of making any alteration to them. I think that is what 
was said. 

(President) : It has not been said so far. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : Mr. McKenna explained it in this 
way, that the Commission, although stiU against the con- 
tinuance of sub-standard fares, did not consider that this 
was the opportune moment to deal with them as the 
amount of revenue to be met was more than could be 
obtained by altering the sub-standard fares. 1 shall say 
a little more about it in my closing address. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): I am grateful for having 
been reminded about that. 

Of course, the view we take is this: It may very well 
be there is an untapped source of revenue there to the 
extent of £lm. or so. If what the BTC require would be 
fully and completely covered by the removal of this 
anomalous fare it might be we should have to consider, 
in the interest of all our ratepayers, and so forth, advo- 
cating that that should be done ; but if and so long as the 
amount which can be recovered on sub-standard fares is 
less than the total sum required by the Commission, we 
cannot so advocate that because it would mean that the 
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same fare paying passenger would be hit twice. He would 
not only have his fare altered by the elimination of the 
sub-standard fare, but he would have to pay the increase 
as well ; and that is a form of hardship which, at the 
moment, we cannot face with equanimity. That is the 
reason why I wanted to be clear that they had no inten- 
tion of cutting out sub-standard fares, otherwise some of 
my clients will be catching a double blow. 

(President) : That again is subject to the doubt I have 
expressed, namely, whether we can indirectly do what we 
plainly have no power to do directly, that is, secure the 
bringing up to standard of the present sub-standard fares. 
When you reach the stage in any subsequent Inquiry of 
advocating that particular action on the part of the 
Commission you will, no doubt, be prepared to argue in 
such a way as to persuade me that we have power to do so. 

(Adjourned for a short time.) 

(Mr. Harold Willis): May it please the Tribunal; it 
now falls to me to reply to the various objections which 
have been made to this Application and to endeavour 
to assist the Tribunal in considering the extent to which 
the case that I put forward when I opened this Application 
last week has been fully substantiated. 

I pronose. Sir, and I hope it will be convenient to do 
it in this way, to take first of all the Objectors other than 
those for whom my learned friend Mr. Lawrence appeared, 
and to take them in the order that occurred yesterday, 
and then to deal with Mr. Lawrence afterwards. 

The first objection which was put forward and supported 
by evidence was the objection of the London Passengers’ 
Association and the various bodies affiliated with that 
Association. My learned friend Mr. Mercer put forward, 
I think, some eight points in argument before the Tri- 
bunal. I hope my learned friend will not think it py 
discourtesy to him if I do not take each of those points 
in turn, because in my submission many of them are not 
points which really come within the scope of this par- 
ticular Application. I think, indeed, that is a criticism 
which goes for very many of them, but there are certain 
ones to which I should think it rignt to call attention. 

My learned friend referred to the £0’4m. for contin- 
gencies, and he suggested that that ought not to be 
approved. I shall deal with that figure when 1 am deal- 
ing with the matter generally on my learned friend Mr. 
Lawrence’s objection, and at this stage therefore I shall 
say no more about it. Then my learned friend i aised a 
point in regard to the maintenance, and he said it would 
be wrong to sanction an increase which was attribut- 
able to increased maintenance which was occurring, on 
our evidence, in B ” year beyond that figure which 
occurred in 1954. With great respect, that point cannot 
be a sound point for this reason: Mr. James has put for- 
ward his evidence as to what the maintenance costs in the 
notional year Tvill be at the figure he has given in evidence, 
and in my submission the mere fact that that exceeds the 
1954 figure cannot be relevant in the circumstances. Mr. 
James has, in fact, explained to the Tribunal why there 
will be this greater provision ; it is mainly due, as he told 
you, to the fact that in 1954 there was a considerable lag 
in maintenance because of staff difficulties, and that it was 
anticipated that that slack would be taken up in the 
notional year. My learned friend made a point about the 
trolley vehicle conversion. Again that, with all respect to 
him, cannot really be relevant to this particular Applica- 
tion, and all I would wish to say in regard to that is that 
there is perhaps a little confusion on this matter ; it is not 
the intention to get rid of trolley vehicles when they are 
still in a sound condition. The idea, as was explained, 
and as appeared from the Chambers Report, is that as and 
when a trolley vehicle has in any event to be replaced, the 
Commission have decided, as a matter of policy, to replace 
that trolley vehicle, not by another trolley vehicle, but by 
a diesel bus ; and that policy was commended by the 
Chambers Committee. J would have thought, in those 
circumstances, that the Ph.D. in Engineering would have 
hesitated to suggest to this Tribunal that the policy of the 
Commission was wrong. 

I think that is all I desire to say in regard to my learned 
friend Mr. Mercer’s objection. In my submission gener- 
ally there is nothing that he put forward to the Tribunal 
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which really goes to the material points of this Application 
at all. 

{President) : The question which arises on trolley buses 
is another instance of the sort of question as to which I 
am at least doubtful whether we have any power to 
interfere. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : It is an instance of the manage- 
ment point which was referred to ; I quite agree. 

{President) : I should be very glad to think we have not 
the duty of conducting an elaborate Inquiry as to the 
respective merits of trolley buses and diesel buses. I find 
it extremely difficult as a matter of law to see in what 
way it affects our duties. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : I would respectfully agree with 
that, Sir, and for that reason I do not propose to take up 
your time with that point any further. I merely mention 
it out of respect to my learned friend, who I regret to 
see is not able to be here, as he said it yesterday. 

Then Mr. Ruler made certain observations to the Tribu- 
nal. He always makes them clearly, and well, but the 
main point he made was that there was an error in policy 
in making the bus fares too competitive with the railways. 
The answer is really the other way. The railways have 
got an additional attraction to the public as compared with 
the buses because of the facility for season tickets, which 
exists on the railways and does not exist on the buses. 

My learned friend Mr. Collard raised a point; it was 
in connection with the sub-standards. The clients for 
whom he is appearing are in the unfortunate position 
mainly, as 1 understand it, of not benefiting from sub- 
standard fares and, therefore, he says : Let the sub- 
standards be put up instead of the matter being dealt with 
in the way in which we propose. My learned friend Mr. 
Rippon was a little cautious in the extent to which he was 
prepared to follow Mr. Collard on that, and one can well 
understand his caution because at the moment many people 
in London are benefiting from these sub-standard fares, 
and some local authorities may have a greater interest in 
retaining them than others. 

My learned friend Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence mentioned 
this matter, and it may be convenient at this stage that 
I should restate the policy of the Commission in regard 
to these substandards. It has been stated on earlier 
occasions. The Commission’s general view on 'substandards 
in the London area and their policy of raising them 
to the standard basis of charge, remains unchanged. It 
is a policy which has been expressed at, I think, all the 
previous Hearings and that still is the Commission’s policy. 

The Commission note with some interest the fact that 
certain Local Authorities, at any rate, are in support of 
that policy. But in preparing the present Application 
consideration was given to the question of whether part 
of the additional receipts which the Commission required 
could not be met in this way, namely, by an alteration 
of the substandards. But the conclusion was reached that 
this was not an opportune moment to take this step. 
Mr. McKenna explained that one of the factors was that 
the substandards in themselves would not have been suffi- 
cient to meet the needs of the Commission, and as Mr. 
McKenna said in his evidence at Question 977, the decision 
was made that it was better to obtain the necessary revenue 
by a rather wider but somewhat thinner increase. That 
remains the attitude of the Commission in regard to these 
substandards. 

{Mr. Poole) ; In the past the Commission tied itself 
down to 12 months. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : On one occasion. Sir, we did. We 
gave an undertaking at the last but one, the 1952 Inquiry. 
I remember giving an undertaking. Last time I said 
there was no present intention of raising them in the 
London Area, and that broadly represents the present 
view. There is no present intention of doing it. 

{Mr. Poole): You are holding yourselves free? 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : As the opportunity offers, we are 
holding ourselves free to take steps, whether general or 
piecemeal, as may be appropriate. 

{Mr. Poole) : Thank you. 

{Mr. Harold Willis): Then, Sir, my learned friend Mr. 
Rippon put forward Objections on behalf of the group 
of Authorities for whom he appeared, and he dealt mainly 
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with the question of the cheap fares and the extent to 
which cheap fares might, or might not, assist in meeting 
some of the difficulties of the Commission. He did suggest 
— and I am a little surprised that he should have done it 
— that cheap fares have in fact stopped the declining trend. 
With respect to him, I do not think that could possibly be 
the case. 

The evidence in regard to these cheap fares is that from 
the financial point of view they have made only a very 
small contribution, as Mr. McKenna says, towards the 
net receipts of the Commission. The policy with regard 
to these cheap fares still remains unchanged ; it is a policy 
of introducing them from time to time as opportunity 
offers and where it is thought in the light of experience 
and using the best judgment possible that an improvement 
in the financial position will result from their introduction. 

The fact also is taken into account that such facilities 
may be of benefit to the travelling public. That, of course, 
is something which the Commission and London Trans- 
port always have in mind, but, of course, that must always 
be looked at in the light of the financial effect which is 
likely to follow from such cheap fares. 

But plainly. Sir, so far as this Application is concerned 
— and again we are entering the sphere of management 
— there is, in my submission, nothing in connection with 
cheap fares which is likely to have any material effect 
on this particular Application. 

I think that is all I need to say with regard to the 
Objectors other than those for whom my learned friend 
Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence appears, and I desire now to say 
something in regard to his Objection. I think it will be 
corivenient if I deal, first of all, with some of the sub- 
sidiary matters and then at the end deal with what is, 
after all, the crucial point of this particular Application. 

My learned friend Mr. Lawrence, with your approval, 
dealt at a little length with Section 23 and its implications 
and its interpretation. Of course, as he really readily 
accepted, none of that was really relevant for the pur- 
poses of this particular Inquiry, interesting as it, no 
doubt, was, because plainly this section does have certain 
difficulties in its application. I do not propose, and 1 
hope you will agree with this, to use this Inquiry as the 
proper place at which to argue the effect of Section 23 
in any detail at all ; I do not think it would be right 
that I should endeavour to do that. All I would like to 
say is that the Commission certainly do not accept the 
narrow interpretation which my learned friend put on 
Section 23, and particularly the narrow interpretation 
which seemed to limit the phrase “ increase in costs ” to 
a net position which might arise after all sorts of other 
factors had been taken into account. Again I do not 
want to pursue the argument at any great length, but 
may I just make one or two observations on that, really 
following on something which Mr. Poole said this morn- 
ing, because, with respect, I think he put his finger on 
one of the crucial points here. 

It would be plainly wrong to take a net figure, as my 
learned friend did when he was looking at BTC 3 — a net 
position of £0-9m. — and to say that that be the increase 
in costs, for this reason, that you cannot effect a saving 
of £2'3m. (which has reduced the £3’2m. down to £0-9m.) 
without incurring at the same time the loss in revenue 
of £L8m. If you are going to take the £2-3m. into 
account, you must take into account that which is a 
necessary consequence or cause of the £2-3m., and that 

is, in my submission, one of the fundamental fallacies 
in my learned friend’s argument. I think, if I may suggest 

it, that probably the key of this matter is the word 

“ necessary ” in {b) 

{President) : This is an interesting discussion, Mr. Willis, 
but if we are going into it, is there not great difficulty 
in knowing what is “ an increase ”? It is increase since 
when? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): I agree that there are many diffi- 
culties, and therefore, as I have already indicated, I did 
not think it was right to go into all the matters which 
plainly arise when one is considering this section — matters 
which we know the Tribunal has gone into in the past. 

{President) : Of course, it is of the first importance to 
realise that Section 23, sub-section (1), directs the atten- 
tion of the Commission, and thereafter under Section 23, 
sub-section (2), the attention of the Tribunal, to the costs 
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of the Commission as a whole, and the limitations are 
limitations on it at that stage of the Inquiry. The only 
direction so far as London Transport is concerned is that 
having arrived at an increase in costs which satisfies the 
conditions of sub-section (1), you are properly to appor- 
tion out of that what I call ascertained increase, an 
amount which the Tribunal thinks is properly apportion- 
able to London Transport. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : That is quite right. But for the 
proviso it would be possible, if the Commission had 
suffered an increase of costs of £0-5m. due to the hotels, 
to have put that against London 

{President) : To have sought to put it against London ; 
we have to make an Order, of course! 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : I accept that, and it was to meet 
that sort of point that that proviso was put in. But as 
you. Sir, have rightly pointed out, the first thing is to 
decide whether there has been any increase in costs. 

{President) : A naked point would be ; Supposing the 
only increase in costs, however the word “ increase ” is 
taken, had been in Central Charges, you would get there 
an increase in costs of the Commission, namely an in- 
crease in their interest charges and redemption charges. 
If that fell within Section 21, sub-section (3) {a) and {b), 
then if an emergency Order were sought as an Order 
which would affect the London Transport charges, you 
would have to decide then how much of that was properly 
apportionable to London Transport. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : I agree, Sir. 

{President) : The limiting word is : What is an ascer- 
tained increase within Section 23, sub-section (1), and the 
main enacting part of Section 23, sub-section (2) ; how 
much of those costs so ascertained and so limited are 
properly apportionable to London Transport?, 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : I agree, with respect, Sir, and no 
doubt in considering what increase of costs is apportion- 
able to the provision of the London services, regard can 
properly be had, in my submission, to the increase in 
gross costs as distinct from a net position such as that 
which my learned friend envisaged. 

The interpretation of those words must be the same 
in the proviso as in Section 23, subsection (1) {a), and 
T. would submit — and I hope that this will be regarded as 
sufficient for present purposes — that in considering the 
costs under subsection (1) (a) you can look at the matter 
gross ; but if you are going to look at the matter in a 
net way, as my learned friend suggests, then plainly you 
cannot look only at one of the other factors, namely here 
the £2- 3m. ; but you must look at all the factors which 
produce the ultimate net result. In my submission, that 
would be a necessary consequence of departing, if one 
thought it right to do so — and I submit that it is not 
right — ^from the plain meaning of the words : “ an increase 
in their costs ”, which in this case would, so far as the 
Commission was concerned, include the additional costs 
shown as the figure of £3 Am. As I submit, if it were 
suggested that looking at it in that way, namely saying: 
“ Ignore the savings which might have been made cor- 
respondingly with that increase ”, then the word “ neces- 
sary ” in {b) comes into operation because there would be 
no necessary increase of revenue, because you had been 
able to offset the increase in costs in some other way ; 
but, with respect, it is at that point that any set-off, if 
there be a set-off, should be taken into account. 

I thought it right that I should say that much about it, 
but I am sure it will not be thought that in these few 
observations I have attempted to give the Tribunal the 
benefit of any fully reasoned argument in regard to this 
interpretation of the section, because, as I conceive it, 
this is not really the opportunity to do that, and for that 
reason I do not propose to say that any more about 
Section 23 on this Application. 

Then my learned friend made certain observations in 
regard to the Chambers’ Report ; he made the suggestion 
that Mr. James had expressed accurately the views of 
London Transport, and he suggested that he had said that 
London Transport really rejected the Report and were 
not proposing to implement it at all. That, of course, is 
quite wrong ; it is not what Mr. James said at all. The 
true position is that the London Transport Executive 
welcorned the Report of the Commitee of Inquiry and 
that they are giving consideration, and full consideration. 
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to the various matters which are raised in the Report. 
In particular they are giving consideration to the points 
raised in regard to maintenance. 

You wiU appreciate. Sir, from various passages in the 
Report — and here, perhaps, I might just give you the 
references to them without troubling you to read very 
many of them. I can give you Paragraphs 242, 243, 253 
and 293 ; those paragraphs make it quite plain that the 
Committee of Inquiry, the Chambers Committee, were 
aware of the fact that London Transport were in course 
of taking much of the action in regard to maintenance 
to which they were referring. I do not want to say too 
much about these matters because, as was pointed out 
yesterday, many of these improvements in maintenance 
do involve labour discussions which are better not referred 
to ; but to suggest that the London Transport are doing 
nothing in connection with the matters referred to in the 
Report is, in my submission, wrong. Much of what was 
suggested was already being done and is being done. 
Anything that was not being considered by London 
Transport, or being done by London Transport, and which 
is recommended by the Committee, will of course be given 
the fullest consideration by the London Transport 
Executive. I do not suggest that they will necessarily 
follow everything that is put in the Report, but they will 
certainly give everything the most serious consideration. 

It would have been quite inappropriate. Sir, in my sub- 
mission, that we should have attempted to do what my 
learned friend thought we should have done, namely, to 
have brought before this Tribunal something in the nature 
of a programme of what we were proposing to do. He 
thought that he was entitled to have us do that. I recall 
on one of the earlier occasions we called Mr. Valentine 
to deal with efficiency, which he did very fully in his 
evidence, and I recall also that the Middlesex County 
Council, for whom my learned friend was then appearing, 
asked virtually no questions in regard to that matter at 
all. I submit that in those circumstances we were quite 
right to take the course we have taken at this Inquiry. 
But the London Transport Executive and the Commission 
certainly do not want it to go on record — because it is 
not true — that they do not accept the Report and are 
doing nothing about it. That is not in accordance with 
the facts. 

May I turn now. Sir, to what is really the substantial 
point in this case and the point in regard to which may 
learned friend Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence made certain obser- 
vations ; but not by any means most of his argument was 
directed to this vital matter. The case that I put forward 
the other day has, in my submission, been abundantly 
justified by the evidence and the documents which have 
been put forward. As my learned friend told you, there is 
really only one figure among all the figures that have 
been put forward at this Inquiry which is open to critic- 
ism ; that is the figure of traffic receipts for London Trans- 
port for “ B ” year on the old fares, the BTC figure being 
a figure of £72-4m. and the London County Council and 
other Councils’ figure being £72-9m. That figure, as Mr. 
Hill yesterday said very frankly, was a figure that he 
put forward with a good deal of hesitation, a figure indeed 
which Mr. Lawrence was net able himself to put to Mr. 
McKenna when cross-examining him. It is a little signi- 
ficant, Sir, that today we find the gap between the Com- 
mission and the Objectors is narrowed down to so small 
a figure as £0-5m. You will recall. Sir, that last time the 
difference was just under £lm. Perhaps on the next occa- 
sion we may find the remarkable position coming about of 
Mr. Hill agreeing with a figure put forward by the 
Commission for receipts. 

{President)-. Well, we have the remarkable position of 
him not disagreeing with a number of figures with which 
on other occasions he has not agreed. 

{Mr. Poole)-. He has not yet made them more, has he? 

{Mr. Harold Willis ) : No, Sir. 

The reasons for the difference between the two figures 
are of course quite plain, and I should be discourteous 
to the Tribunal if I were to go over all the evidence again 
in regard to that. Therefore, I propose to follow the line 
my learned friend took in dealing merely with the main 
points. 

The first point of difference is the question as to how 
much of the yield you apportion to these 97 days. Mr. 
Hill has produced his statistic exercise for the purpose of 
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reaching his figure of £0-7m. The Commission have allo- 
cated to the 97 days a proportion based on the ordinary 
budget spread and, in my submission, that surely is the 
more correct way of doing it. These are not matters 
capable of being done with absolute precision as Mr. Hill 
seems to think, and surely the sensible way of doing 
it is to apportion it on that broad way in which the 
Commission have done it. 

(PresicleiU): Just remind me of this, Mr. Willis. In 
one of your later tables, one of those you prepared at my 
request, a figure of £0'975m. appeared. Am I right in 
supposing that the figure of £T02m. is a later one? 

(Mr. Harold Willis): £T02m. is a rather later one than 
the £0'975m. The £0'975m. was the figure prepared when 
the budget itself was prepared. The £T02m. was a slight 
revision of that when the matter was looked at in rather 
closer detail ; but substantially, Sir, there is no difference 
in the basic approach to the two matters. Both the figures 
are arrived at by apportioning to the 97 days the appro- 
priate part of the total yield in accordance with the part 
of the budget that is applied to that period, as a propor- 
tion of the total budget. 

Perhaps before I leave the £l-02m. or the £0-975m., I 
should say this: when Mr. Hill was looking at it this 
morning, he referred to the £0-3m. which was, in effect, 
the difference between those two figures and said, in 
effect: “You have never got that. That is lost.” It is 
perhaps significant to have that in mind, because if so 
recently as the last 97 days of 1954 the amount of £0-3m. 
has been lost permanently to the Commission and not 
recoverable in any part of the subsequent year, it is 
relevant in my submission when one is considering the 
question of a small margin which there may be in theory 
if this Application be granted. 

Then, Sir, may we look for a moment at the question 
of the second factor, the downward trend. Mr. Hill is, 
in fact, accepting a downward trend of £0-75m. Mr. 
McKenna’s downward trend comes, I think, to about 
£l-3m. You will recall that on LCC 407 there are two 
figures in line 13, “The allowance for a further fall in 
traffic ”. 

The second point which really goes to make up the 
difference of the £0-5m. is whether the allowance for a 
further fall should be £0'93m., or £0-75m. May I at once 
say that, in regard to £0-93m., Mr. McKenna does not 
think it right, and he made it quite clear in his evidence 
why he did not think it right, to split it in that way. 
What he regards as the proper way of dealing with it is 
shown at the top of the table. When one is considering 
the 1955 estimates from the actuals of 1954, making 
certain allowances for various factors, he explained to the 
Tribunal that it is not really right to say so much for the 
weather, and so much for something else ; you can really 
only properly deal with it on a broad basis of judgment 
and reach something in the nature of a figure like £0-43m. 
which is a deduction from the receipts of 1954, there being 
factors on the one hand such as weather factors which 
tend to make 1955 better than 1954 and other factors 
operating the other way. Ultimately, of course, whether 
people do not travel because of bad weather or any other 
reason, the £0-43m. is a factor to give regard to, namely, 
the likelihood of fewer people travelling in 1955 than 
travelled in 1954. It is to that problem that the Judgment 
is being applied and, in my submission, that is the more 
correct way of doing it than trying to chop it up into 
watertight compartments, as Mr. Hill seeks to do, and in 
that way bring out the specific figures in line 13 at the 
bottom of the table. 

With that comment, may 1 just compare these two 
figures of £0'93m. and £0’75m.? The question really is 
this : Does not the actual experience of 1954, when one 
looks at the documents, show that the rate of decline is 
accelerating? A rate of 1 per cent, was taken for 1954, 
which, according to Mr. Hill proved to be right, but 
proved on our evidence to be too little. When one looks 
at the document which shows the results of 1954, the 
709B document, page 96, I would have thought anyone 
was justified in saying — looking at it broadly and without 
trying to introduce too many mathematical refinements — 
that an allowance of 1 per cent, was too little for 1954. 
Admittedly there were some bad factors, but, even making 
allowance for those, the allowance was too small. 



[Continued 



May I just say this with regard to bad factors: the 
bad factors and the good factors will, of course, affect an 
undertaking inevitably from year to year, but is it not 
right to say you find that the bad factors have much 
more serious consequences than the good factors? You 
find something like a strike a very bad factor ; you find 
a partial strike a bad factor ; you find very bad weather 
a bad factor ; all those things have a much more depressing 
effect on your estimate than would be the beneficial effect 
of, say, good weather. There are, of course, a lot of 
contingencies, but the contingencies, if they arise, are 
much more likely, by and large, to have a depressing 
effect rather than the reverse ; and is that not the plain 
inference that falls to be deduced from 709B? 

(President): All these forward estimates seem to me to 
proceed on the footing that there is such a thing as a 
normal year and adjustments are made for what are 
regarded as abnormalities. I have been examining the 
actual results for five years now and there has not yet 
been a normal year. The abnormalities differ in their 
nature ; but it seems to be normal to have some abnor- 
malities in each year. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : I agree. Sir, but I would add that 
the abnormalities are much more often downward 
abnormalities than upward abnormalities. That is apart 
from something like the Coronation, but even the Corona- 
tion, as I am reminded, did not really produce any 
marked increase in net results. 

That, in my submission, is the most reliable evidence to 
show that the 1954 allowance was too little. Mr. Hill 
last year would not have made a 1 per cent, allowance 
at aU. In considering the judgment he has expressed — 
and he has expressed a judgment this time — one cannot 
altogether ignore that the present is no doubt more impor- 
tant than the past ; but that was the position last year. 
The fact that our allowance is about right for this year 
is abundantly proved when one looks at this year’s actual 
results ; and when one does that, one gets a very striking 
position. I do not know. Sir, whether you have got 22A 
conveniently in front of you, which is on page 18 of the 
Transcript at the end of the first day’s proceedings. I 
am now able to give you a further figure for 19th June, 
which included two days of strike 

(President) : These are new fares? 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : These, of course, are new fares. 
Table 22A has been adjusted to take into account the 
expected yield of the increases and the figures are the 
actuals. For 12th June: column 3, £T543m. ; column 4, 
plus 38 ; column 5, minus 98 ; column 6, minus 0-3 ; and 
for 19th June: column 3, £l-483m. ; column 4, minus 10 ; 
column 5, minus 108 ; column 6, minus 0-3. As I say, 
that last week, 19jth June, included two days of strike. 

However, let us not confuse matters by considering the 
effect of the strike ; let us just go back to the week ending 
29th, where we see a loss, as compared with the estimates, 
of no less than £237,000. That is 0’8 per cent, down on 
the estimates by that stage of the year. 

(President) : These estimates are your budget figures, 
which are said to be too low. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : I was going to add that ; that is 
an 0'8 per cent, drop after we have made in our estimates, 
according to Mr. Hill, an allowance of a further fall of 
T3 per cent. He says that the estimates ought to have 
been increased and I think the figure he gave to corre- 
spond with the £0-237m. on his basis was £0'404m. 1 

believe that was his figure. It was a figure of the order 
of £400,000 which would have been the deficiency if 
his estimates would have been adopted. 

(President): £443,000, 1 think. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): It was a figure of that order. 
In the light of that, how can it be said that our estimate, 
our allowance for a fall in traffic, is not justified? Bearing 
this in mind — it is, of course, a crucial point — that “ B ” 
year is. only just now beginning. 

(President): May I correct that? When I said what I 
thought the deficit would be, if the estimated figures had 
been Mr. Hill’s and not yours, I was thinking of the week 
ending 22nd May where you are £220,000 below the esti- 
mate and if Mr. Hfil’s estimates had been taken you 
would have been down £343,000, which would make it 
more. 
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{Mr. Harold Willis) : I have got the reference to the 
answer. It is 1,505, page 79, if I might ask the Tribunal 
to follow it without turning it up. “ Have you considered 
how much you have to pick up? You had not made that 
calculation before you estimated it just then? {A) What 
I did was to say this: if my figure be right I am prob- 
ably £0'44m. down at the stage of 29th May ”. 

{President ) : Well, we were both right. 

{Mr. Harold Willis): Yes, for different days. Sir. It 
is a little significant that Mr. Hill had not, apparently, 
worked that out at all ; he did not know that figure. 
One would have thought that anybody having thought it 
right to say that our allowance was too great for fall in 
traffic, and having put a much smaller allowance, would, 
when the reality came about, have seen the position and 
would have found himself in on his estimates ; but he 
had not done that. All he could say on that point. Sir, 
was this: “Oh, but the first half of a year is always 
the bad one ; you always lose in the first half and pick 
up in the second half”. With respect that is quite fal- 
lacious, because the budgets, as was explained on previous 
occasions, are based on the experience of previous years. 
If in, say, 1954 the first half of the year had been shown 
to be a particularly bad part in relation to the budget 
and you picked up on the second half, that would auto- 
matically, in the way the thing is done, be incorporated 
in the budget for the following year and the thing would 
right itself. There is no possibility, if there is a permanent 
advantage in the second year, of that continuing to be 
reproduced. It is always easy— especially as we seem 
always to have these Inquiries at this time of the year— 
to express the view that the first half of the year, where 
you know the results, is always bad, and the second half, 
where you do not know the results, is going to be better. 
It is a very easy line to take, but, with respect, it is quite 
fallacious and has no regard to the realities at all. 

I submit that here the figures put forward by Mr. Hill 
in LCC 407 are plainly wrong and are wrong in regard 
to the year beginning 1954, but they are also that much 
more wrong in regard to a year such as “ B ” year which 
begins in mid-summer of 1955. It cannot, in my sub- 
mission, be disputed that the estimates put forward in 
regard to the receipts are wrong. As Mr. McKenna has 
said, we may have put it too high. You have had all the 
answers given in regard to that matter referred to tnis 
morning. He has consistently at this Inquiry expressed' 
the view that he hopes they are right but he thinks the 
chances are that he has put it on the high side ; and events 
which have happened since the beginning of this year do, 
in my submission, plainly support that view, that if any- 
thing they are on the high side. 

May I for a moment call attention to the probabilities. 
Sometimes in these cases, when one has figures and so on 
in front of one, it is useful to check what appears to be 
the result from the figures by one’s own appreciation of 
the likely probability. It is the same as when one has a 
conflict of evidence in Court and one sees where the 
probabilities lie. Here, in my submission, the probabilities 
do lie towards a further fall in traffic, because in the 
Central Area in particular the factors which are causing 
the fall in traffic are becoming more, accentuated as days 
go by : the traffic congestion is getting worse and the use 
of private cars is getting greater. You will bear in mind. 
Sir, that the use of private cars has a two-fold impact on 
the receipts so far as Central London is concerned. It 
has, of course, some impact on taking passengers away, 
but it also has this impact— perhaps an even more im- 
portant one— in that it congests the streets to such an 
extent that people do not think it worthwhile travelling 
on the buses because the progress at certain periods of 
the day is such that it is quicker to walk. Those are the 
sort of factors, as Mr. Hill agreed when I asked him about 
it, which are getting worse and not better. That, in my 
submission, confirms the view that you ought to allow 
for a somewhat greater rate of decline than in years gone 
by. You have heard the figures of car registrations which 
were given in evidence and I do not propose to repeat 
those. 

{President): Why is the reference always made to 
private cars and not to road haulage vehicles so far as 
congestion is concerned? 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : I agree that road haulage vehicles 
loading and unloading have a very big effect. 
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{President) : It is not due to a sence of delicacy on the 
part of the Commission? 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : 1 think no such motives are 
operating the Commission. I do not know whether there 
is any practical difficulty. 1 think plainly. Sir, as there is 
an increased number of goods vehicles licensed, they will 
have a second impact on the receipts. They will not, of 
course, directly take passengers away, but they will, prob- 
ably even more than the private cars, add to the diffi- 
culties of travel and lead to the complete stagnation of 
traffic which one so often finds in Central London. 

{President) : I am not expressing any view as to whether 
it is reprehensible or not. I am only remarking that if 
you talk about congestion, the vehicles which are increasing 
in number are not merely private cars. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : I quite agree, Sir ; but it may be 
that private cars are increasing rather more rapidly than 
the others. I have not the figures before me, but the 
others have certainly increased very much. 

That really is the crucial part of this case and, in my 
submission, it is a part where everything goes to show 
that the Commission are right rather than Mr. Hill. I 
do not think I would be justified in taking up more of your 
time in regard to that matter, because in my submission, 
the evidence as you have it is absolutely plain. 

May I just re-emphasise this point, that even if you 
were to accept column {b) of Mr. Hill’s table — and I 
submit it would be quite wrong to do so — when you 
are looking at “ B ” year and you find that you have 
already lost £400,000 by mid-Iune of 1955, that brings 
the “ B ” year estimates down to £72- 5m., or thereabouts, 
which, of course, is precisely, or substantially, the same 
as the figure we put forward. 

May I just say a word or two about the question of this 
small margin of £0'4m. which appears on our table and 
which, if all our estimates are right, would be the result 
of this Application. My learned friend seemed to suggest 
that the £0'4m. was a mystical figure with which we had 
expressed ourselves satisfied. Of course, that is not the 
way in which the figure is to be treated. The figure 
represents the small margin which is left over at the end 
after these various necessary expenditures and contribu- 
tions have been met out of the proceeds of the receipts. 
It happens to be £0'4m. It is not a figure, as I say, 
in regard to which we express any satisfaction. It is 
certainly better that it should be that way rather than 
the other way ; but, in my submission, when one looks 
at all the factors, in all conscience it is a very small figure 
indeed. The Tribunal will recall that in their 1953 
memorandum a figure of £0'6m. was referred to in regard 
to the London Area as a whole. To that extent the matter 
is not quite comparable, but you did say, in clause 5, 
paragraph 32: “The difference of, say, £0-6m. between 
this additional revenue and the amount of the prospective 
deficit is no more than is reasonably necessary to provide 
for possible errors in the forward estimates and minor 
contingencies ”. In my submission, some sort of margin 
is plainly right. 

Owing to the way in which these Inquiries have been 
held, there has really, I venture to submit, been too much 
regard paid to precise figures in regard to an undertaking 
such as London Transport and the London Lines of 
British Railways. We are dealing here with very large 
figures, figures of receipts running into £70m. and expendi- 
ture of that order ; and here we are debating sometimes 
whether it should be £0Tm. over this and £0Tm. over 
that. Is one not looking at it perhaps from a rather too 
narrow point of view? With these big figures, with the 
risk of errors in the estimates, with the rising trend of costs 
with which we are all so familiar, is it reasonable that 
there should be a rather greater degree of elbow room 
or margin allowed than even the figure of £0-4m. would 
give'' The matter, in my submission, has always to be 
looked at in fhe light of the probabilities, knowing as each 
scheme has been passed, costs have overtaken the fares 
and there has always been an amount of lost revenue 
owing to higher charges which can never be recovered. 
All those factors do, in my submission, plainly justify a 
figure such as £0’4m., but they would plainly be sufficient 
to justify a considerably bigger figure of margin. 

If for instance, this was being run as an ordinary com- 
mercial business concern, would a very small margin 
such as that be regarded as proper in all the circumstances 
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to meet contingencies? In my submission, the answer is 
that plainly it is not sufficient, and one of the difficulties 
we have found ourselves in here has been the lack of that 
necessary margin over the years. 

My learned Friend Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence referred to 
the Objectors getting some reward if they were able to 
knock off a little from the figure of receipts. He said 
they ought to be able to go away with the reward of 
£-lm. knocked off fares. Is that really the right way 
of looking at this matter? Objectors do not come here, 
I hope, to get reward of that kind. The right position, 
surely, is that this important undertaking in London should 
be put in a position to be enabled to operate on a 
financially sound basis and, with respect, that cannot be 
done unless there is something of a margin provided. Of 
course, one cannot ignore the fact that to produce a com- 
pletely sound position is impossible at the present time 
in view of the large accumulated deficits, but surely one 
ought to try and do nothing which might impair at least 
current stability, whatever may not be possible in regard 
to the past. 

That really covers the whole case for the Objectors. My 
learned friend, Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence, really had only 
one point, the one about the receipts, and the evidence 
has in my submission demonstrated absolutely plainly 
that our estimate on that is right. It would not really, in 
those circumstances, be right that I should take up much 
time, if any, on Table 401 which my learned friend put 
in as his suggestions for various lower yields. All I would 
say, Sir, is that, of course, these documents 401, 402 and 
403 are dealing only with the London Transport Execu- 
tive ; there is nothing there to show the effect of that 
on the London Lines or emphasise anything said as to 
what effect is to be had, if any, on the provisions applicable 
outside London. But in my submission it would not be 
right to take up time on these because really, with respect, 
there is no material before this Tribunal which can justify 
you in not holding that a case for increased revenues 
for London Transport of the figure of £2'6m. is not 
fully justified, and the other increase, for London Lines, 
of £0-9m. under the scheme is equally justified. 

May I just say this in regard to London Lines: a 
tentative line of criticism was adumbrated in cross-examina- 
tion of Mr. McKenna by my learned friend Mr. Geoffrey 
Lawrence, but Mr. Hill said not one word, if I remember 
rightly, with regard to London Lines or the estimated 
receipts thereon. It is a little remarkable to find that 
London Lines did not figure at all in his evidence, but 
I think that was the position, and in my submission the 
figures with regard to London Lines, equally with those in 
regard to London Transport, stand virtually unchallenged 
and I therefore submit to the Tribunal that our proposals 
as contained in this Application, to bring in, so far as 
London Transport is concerned, the figure of £2-6m. and 
so far as London Lines are concerned the figure of £0-9m., 
and so far as outside London is concerned the amount 
shown on BTC 30 should be granted. Not much has 
been said, Sir, in regard to BTC 30 and no criticism has 
been made of any of the estimates in that document. 
The two matters which are the subject of this applica- 
tion are items A and C, the £325,000, the early mornings 
and the season tickets outside London and the excess 
luggage charges. Those are the only two, and I would 
ask the Tribunal to approve of those. 

{President): Before you end, Mr. Willis, I just want to 
get some figures down in a very short form at the end 
for London Lines. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): I think I have finished what I was 
proposing to say. Sir. 

(Pre.sident): Would it be convenient if I ask you for 
them? Mr. Fay will help you. I want you to put down 
your estimates for London Lines for “ B ” year, at present 
charges. 

(Mr. Harold Willi.':) : London Lines for “ B ” year are 
BTC 21. 



(President) : I want a different form from that. First of 
all, I want to put down a figure for traffic receipts. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : “ B ” year, £22,970,000. 

(President): Yes — plus £-275m., the discretionary in- 
creases iiow in operation ; then advertising ; I think, the 
practice in the past has been to put down £0Tm. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): I think that is right. That is the 
comparable figure with the one for London Transport. 

(President) : There always has been £0Tm. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): That is quite right. Sir. 

(President): That will make, on that basis, the total 
gross revenue £23-345m. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): Yes, I think that is so. 

(President): £22-970m. plus £0-275m. plus £0Tm. 1 

think that is £23 •345m. The working expenses have been 
taken at 5 per cent, of the total British Railways’ working 
expenses ; that figure I make £23 -08m. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : I have not that figure immediately 
in mind, but if I can just 

(President): You said in opening that you had taken it 
as that. 5 per cent, of the working expenses of British 
Railways as a whole in “B” year was put at £46T7m. 
in BTC 1 ; 5 per cent, of £461 •7m. is £23-08m., I think. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): Yes. 

(President) : I see Mr. Winchester is at work ; I do not 
know whether, so far, he is in agreement with me. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): Mr. Winchester was merely 

reminding me that we do not altogether accept the 5 per 
cent., but we are using it, as I indicated in opening, for 
the purpose of this Application. 

(President) : That is what I said. There has been no 
question about the estimate you made in opening. I am 
putting this down as the estimate such as we have for 
London Lines’ financial position in “ B ” year at present 
charges. Then for central charges you accept the figure 
of £2-2m.? 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : Yes ; actually it is £2-0m. 

(President) : That is all I want on London Lines, I 
think there is no doubt about London Transport, but let 
us just run through it to make certain. London Transport, 
for passengers and miscellaneous ; £72-9m. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): Yes, Sir; that is Line 10, BTC 1. 

(President) : Advertising, £l-4m. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : Yes, Sir. 

(President) : Total revenue, therefore, £74-3m. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): Yes. 

(President) : Working expenses, £71m. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : Yes. 

(President): You are accepting £5-5m. for central 

charges? 

(Mr. Harold Willis): Yes, Sir. 

(President) : That is all we need put down. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : I am much obliged. Sir. 

I think that completes all I have to say on this occasion, 
except to express my gratitude that my prognostications 
of the matter being a little shorter this time have been 
borne out by events. 

(President) : We are very grateful to everybody. I think 
we will put our observations into writing, or print, or some 
other form. We shall not summon everyone together 
to hear them read out. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : If you please. Sir. 

(President) : When I said I was obliged to you. Sir, 1 
meant of course that I was much obliged to everyone for 
their help. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : If you please. Sir ; I certainly was 
not taking it as applying only to myself. 
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CORRIGENDA 



Proceedings, Third Day — Monday, 20th June, 1955 

Page 26, Question 400, line 6 — ^for “ areas ” read “ area ” 

Page 26, Question 400, line 10— amend line to read “ agree with you to this extent, that the discount ” 

Page 27, Question 427, line 4 — ^for “ was ” read “ is ” 

Page 27, Question 448, line 4 — for “ By all means their ” read “ By no means. Their ” 

Page 28, Question 458, line 8— for “ difficulties ” read “ differences ” 

Page 29, Question 483, line 4 — for “ purely ” read “ fairly ” 

Page 29, Question 509, line 3 — ^for “ and ” read “ for ” 

Page 29, Question 509, line 4 — for “ two ” read “ the ” 

Page 29, Question 509, line 5— for “ which were ” read “ including ” 

Page 30, Question 525, line 30 — for “ 4 ” read “ 94 ” 

Page 31, Question 542, line 7— insert “ Chief” before “ Financial ” 

Page 31, Question 546, line 4— for “ intensive ” read “ incentive ” 

Page 32, Question 554, line 5— for “ overall ” read “ overhaul ” 

Page 32, Question 556, line 1 — for “ £130,000 ” read “ £100,000 ” 

Page 32, Question 569, line 7— insert “ change ” after “ mileage ” 

Page 32, Question 573, line 5— for “ increased ” read “ decreased ” 

Page 32, Question 574, line 5— for “ a bad year ” read “ about now ” 

Page 33, Question 586, line 5 — delete “ the ” before “ £0-5m.” 

Page 35, Question 631, last line— for “ tagret ” read “ target ” 

Page 35, Question 637, line 10— for “ fact ” read “ Act ” 

Page 36, Question 654, line 7— for “ £8,843,000 ” read “ £1,843,000 ” 

Page 36, Question 670, line 3— for “ public ” read “ published ” 

Page 36, Question 670, line 4 — for “ public ” read “ published ” 

Page 36, Question 670, line 6— for “ public ” read “ published ” 

Page 36, Question 673, line 3— insert “ not ” after “ do ” 

Page 36, Question 674, lines 4-5— delete the last sentence and substitute the following: “ The car mile saving has produced 

the reduction in costs 

Page 37, Question 682, line 4— for “ 350,478 ” read “ 350,478,000 ” and for “ buses and coaches ” read “ bus and coach 

car miles ” 

Page 37, Question 682, line 5— Insert “ run ” after “ trams ” 

Page 37, Question 682, line 7— for “ page 22 ” read “ table X22 ” 

Page 37, Question 701, line 1 — for “ B ” read “ (b) ” 

Page 37, Question 703, line 3 — for “ B ” read “ (b) ” 

Page 37, Question 704, line 4— for “ B ” read “ (b) ” 

Page 37, Question 705, line 2— for “ 3-2 ” read “ £3 -2m.” 

Page 38, Question 717, line 3— delete comma after “ necessarily ” 

Page 38, Question 724, line 3 — for “ with estimates ” read “ of estimates ” 

Page 38, Question 733, line 2— for “ 1-730 ” read “ £1 -730m.” 

Page 38, Question 733, line 5— for “ 1,729662 ” read “ £1,729,662 ” 

Page 39, Question 752, line 8— for “ £315,000 ” read “ £305,000 ” 

Page 40, Question 773, line 3— for “ It is as ” read “ It is not as ” 

Page 40, Question 774, line 2— for “ forty-six ” read “ forty-four ” 

Page 40, Question 780, line 4 — for “ £1,701,900 ” read “ £1,701,009 ” 

Page 40, Question 787, line 3 — for “ 3d.” read “ 3jd.” 

Page 41, Colume 2, line 10 — for “ so we say ” read “ so we think ” 

Page 41, Question 802, line 20 — Add comma after “ Exhibit ” 

Page 43, Question 842, line 13— for “ £0-6I4m.” read “ £0-618m.” 

Page 44, Column 2, line 5 — for “ 34 ” read “ 84 ” 

Proceedings, Fourth Day — Tuesday, 21st June, 1955 

Page 52, Question 875, line 3 — for “ £48-02m.” read “ £48 •012m. 

Page 52, Question 877, line 3— for “ £0-8m.” read “ £-08m.” 

Page 52, Question 886, line 2 — for “ £70 -7m.” read “ £70 -07m.” 

Page 52, Question 895, line 6 — for “ £0-2m.” read “ £0-32m.” 

Page 53, Question 904, line 13— for “ £8 ■ 57 ” read “ 8 ■ 57 ” 

Page 53, Question 910, line 3 — for “ attribute one ” read “ attribute to one ” 

Page 54, Column 1, line 1— for “ the affect ” read “ the effect ” 

Page 54, Column 1, line 8— for “ 28,000 million ” read “ 28 million ” 

Page 54, Question 929, line 3— for “ addition to the ” read “ addition the ” 

Page 56, Question 996, line 3-Tor “ Harber ” read “ Harbour ” 

Page 56, Question 997, line 3— for “ Mr. Harber ” read “ Mr. Harbour ” 

Page 57, Question 1018, line 5— for “ required ” read “ requires ” 

Page 57, Question 1018, line 7— for “ problems of general ” read “ problems and general ” 

Page 58, Question 1030, line 8— for “ it reasonable ” read “ reasonable ” 

Page 58, Question 1053, line 9— for “ returns ” read “ returns 6d.” 

Page 59, Question 1058, line 2— for “ at the Inquiry ” read “ at the last Inquiry ” 

Page 61, Question 1119, line 11— for “ first anomalies ” read “ worst anomalies ” 

Page 64, Question 1182, line 6 — for “ mending ” read “ maintaining ” 

Page 65, Question 1209, line 5 — for “ under column ” read “ under item ” 

Page 65, Question 1209, line 6 — for “ allowance of” read “ allowance for loss of” 

Page 67, Column 2, Para. 10, line 2 — after “ realised ” insert “ ? ” 

Page 67, Question 1269, line 2— for “ reality ” read “ unreality ” 

Page 67, Question 1269, line 7 — for “ would not have ” read “ would have ” 

Proceedings, Fifth Day — Wednesday, 22nd June, 1955 

Page 82, Question 1576, line 4 — for “ £5 •97m.” read “ £59 •7m.” 

Page 82, Question 1582, lines 2 and 3 — for “ from £1 ■4m.” read “ of £0-4m.” 

Page 87, Column 1, before last para, insert “ {The Witness withdrew) ” 

Page 88-94 Heading. Delete “ Dr. Leslie Ernest Charles Hughes ” 
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{Continued 



LCC 410 



L.T.E. 

ACTUAL RECEIPTS, since increase of fares, September, 1954 (excluding first day of increase (September 26th, 1954)) 

£’000 



In 1954: Week ended October 3 

10 

Period ended November 7 
December 5 
January 2 (1955) 



(14 weeks) 

In 1955: Period ended January 30 
February 27 
March 27 
April 24 . . . 
May 22 ... 
Week ended May 29 ... 



(21 weeks) 



£’000 

1,427 

1,406 

5,253 

5,552 

5,396 



5,260 

5,282 

5,470 

5,613 

5,617 

1,445 



19,034 



28,687 



Total for 245 days (35 weeks) 



47,721 



LCC 410A 



L.T.E. 

Ratio of Receipts per B.T.C. Budgets, 1955, 1954 and 1953 in (a) First 21 weeks, {b) Last 14 weeks, to Yearly Totals 



Ref. 


Period 


B.T.C. 1955 Budget 


B.T.C. 1954 Budget 


B.T.C. 1953 Budget 


(«) 


First 21 weeks in year 


£’000 

28,924 


Per cent 


£’000 

27,943 


Per cent 


£’000 Per cent 

26,771 


(6) 


Last 14 weeks in year ... 


19,003 




18,780 




17,914 


(c) 


Total (a) and (6) 


47,927 


66-20 


46,723 


66-18 


44,685 66-23 


(d) 


Total for year 


72,400 


70,600 


67,465 


Reference 


B.T.C. 22 
(1955 Hearing) 


B.T.C. 709 

(1954 Hearing, p. 166) 


L.C.C. 212 

(1954 Hearing, p. 209) 



L.T.E. 

Ratio of Actual Receipts in ( a ) First 21 weeks, (b) Last 14 weeks, to Year’s Total 
Based on actual receipts from Period 10 (1953) to Period 9 (1954) inclusive, during which fares remained unchanged 



LCC 410B 



1953 



£’000 



Applicable to 
(a) Last 14 weeks, and 
(b) First 21 weeks 
£’000 



Period 10 
11 
12 
13 



5,499 

5,403 

5,371 

5,320 



2,750 

5,403 

5,371 

5,320 



21,593 



1954 



18,844 



Period 



5,121 

5,118 

5,344 

5,353 

5,410 

5,466 

5,430 

5,446 

5,419 



5,121 

5,118 

5,344 

5,353 



5,410 

1,363 (week ended May 30) 



48,107 



27,709 



69,700 



Add 1 day — September 13 (weekday)... 
Adjust — 1954 weather 



46,553 



200 

500 



70,400 



46,553 



70,400 



66-12 per cent 
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LCC 410C 

Estimate for B Year based on Actual Receipts for 35 weeks to May 29, 1955, appropriately adjusted 



£’000 

Actual receipts in 35 weeks during which 1954 Scheme fares increases applied (per A.) 47,721 

Add for-. 

(1) Strike, October, 1954 0-360 

(2) Strikes, February, 1955, May, 1955 0-080 

(3) Initial passenger resistance 0 - 300 



48-461 



(No adjustments made for severe and prolonged frosts in February, 1955.) 

Ratio of 35 weeks to a full year based on (B.) and (C.) 66- 15 per cent 



£48,461,000 

Therefore a full year — = £73,260,000 

66-15 per cent 



To arrive at an estimate for B Year it is necessary to reduce £73 -26m. by an allowance for any factor making for decline in traflic 
not present in period of 35 weeks to May 29, 1955, or for any factor which though present in the said period of 35 weeks is thought 
to be aggravated in B Year. 
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